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PROCEEDINGS 
SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Good  morning.   We  will 
convene  this  joint  hearing  of  the  Ways  and  Means 
Committees  of  the  House  and  Senate  for  the  purpose 
of  hearing  testimony  from  the  public  on  House  Bill 


No.  5780,  "An  act"  --  inappropriately  titled 


"An 


act  encouraging  a  citizen  legislature  accountable  to 
the  people."   That  was  obviously  an  editorial 
comment  by  the  chair. 

We  would  like  to  call  Barbara  Anderson,  if 
she  is  here.   Barbara  Anderson. 

BARBARA  ANDERSON:   Excuse  me,  Mr.  Chairman, 
but  we  have  the  chairman  of  our  coalition  who  would 
like  to  present  the  petition  to  you  before  I 
testify.   Is  that  all  right  with  the  committee? 


SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   What  is  that  person's 


name  ? 


MS.  ANDERSON:   Chip  Ford.   He  signed  up 


first  on  the  sign-in  sheet 


SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Okay.    Yes.    That  will 


be  fine 


MS.  ANDERSON:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman 
SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Thank  you. 
Good  morning . 
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1  ROBERT  CHIP  FORD:   Good  morning,  Mr. 

2  Chairman.   Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the 

3  committee.   Gradual  change,  evolution,  is  a  given  in 

4  life,  and  government  is  no  exception.   Recognizing 

5  that  inevitability,  Benjamin  Franklin,  when  asked 

6  about  the  results  of  the  Constitutional  Convention 

7  in  Philadelphia,  replied,  "We  have  given  you  a 

8  republic,  if  you  can  keep  it."   Thomas  Jefferson 

9  further  noted,  "Eternal  vigilance  is  the  price  of 

10  freedom. "   And  so  today  the  people  are  here  before 

11  this  joint  legislative  committee  of  our  elected 

12  representatives  proposing  a  long  overdue  adjustment 

13  to  the  way  we  govern  ourselves,  an  adjustment  that 

14  has  increasingly  been  needed  but  was  only  given  the 

15  necessary  impetus  by  actions  taken  by  the 

16  legislature  immediately  following  the  general 

17  election  of  1994. 

18  As  the  people  were  unable  to  use  the 

19  referendum  process  to  address  only  the  amount  of 

20  compensation  we  were  willing  to  pay  our  elected 

21  representatives,  we  were  left  with  one  alternative, 

22  the  initiative  petition.   Yet  with  this  alternative 

23  we  were  given  the  opportunity  to  consider  the  bigger 

24  question  of  what  the  role  of  the  legislator  shall  be 
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1  in  the  days  ahead  and  to  directly  determine  whether 

2  or  not  we  wish  to  continue  with  this  evolution 

3  through  attrition.   Well,  fair  compensation  of  our 

4  elected  representatives  is  at  the  heart  of  our 

5  proposal  and  of  this  hearing.   It  was  the  spark 

6  which  ignited  our  crusade. 

7  There  is  a  far  more  basic  question  that 

8  must  first  be  answered  before  this  could  be  fairly 

9  addressed.   Before  discussing  fair  compensation  we 

10  must  first  decide  what  it  is  that  is  being 

11  compensated.   The  whole  question  is,  how  much  will 

12  we  pay  for  what  we  want  and  need?   The  concept  of  a 

13  full-time  professional  legislature  is  relatively  new 

14  in  Massachusetts  and  very  much  the  exception  among 

15  the  50  states.   Massachusetts  has  joined  only  seven 

16  other  states  across  the  nation  in  its  inability  to 

17  conclude  the  people's  business  in  less  than  a  year 

18  in  sessions  running  in  perpetuity.   It  is  the  only 

19  New  England  state  with  this  distinction. 

20  The  people  ask  why  is  it  that  members  of  42 

21  other  state  legislatures  are  able  to  perform  the 

22  people's  business  in  a  handful  of  months,  then  join 

23  their  neighbors  under  the  laws  they  have  imposed. 

24  What  is  it  that  makes  our  state  so  different,  so 
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dysfunctional? 


2  In  1832  our  state  legislature  met  for  80 

3  days.   After  that  it  had  a  full  year's  session  only 

4  four  times  until  1981.   How  did  what  was 

5  historically  legislative  public  service  suddenly 

6  come  to  be  perceived  by  some  as  a  full-time  job  with 

7  sessions  running  one  into  the  next?   What  happened 

8  unique  to  Massachusetts  in  1981  that  suddenly 

9  demanded  and  continues  to  demand  this  year-round 

10  full  attention  of  our  elected  representatives  that 

11  keeps  them  on  call  and  prevents  them  from  returning 

12  to  a  normal  life  among  us  as  legislators  do  in  42 

13  states  and  as  they  did  here  for  some  150  years?   And 

14  why  weren't  we  informed  of  these  exceptional 

15  circumstances? 

16  As  we  looked  at  the  other  states  while  we 

17  drafted  our  petition,  we  found  that  legislative 

18  salaries  nationwide  averaged  about  $23,000.   Our 

19  proposed  adjustment  would  initially  set  our 

20  legislators'  base  salary  at  a  respectable  $23,205, 

21  still  around  the  national  average.   Then  to  avoid 

22  the  difficulty  inherent  in  voting  on  one's  own  pay 

23  raise,  we  proposed  to  tie  future  salary  adjustments 

24  to  the  rise  or  fall  of  an  average  household  income 
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1  statewide  based  on  U.S.  Census  figures.   Like  the 

2  income  of  a  legislator's  constituents,  a 

3  legislator's  income  will  rise  when  the  economy  is 

4  doing  well,  and  when  the  economy  flags,  so  too  will 

5  all  of  our  incomes.   What  could  be  more  fair? 

6  Our  proposal  to  open  the  legislative  books 

7  to  the  Inspector  General  and  State  Auditor,  and 

8  therefore  to  the  people,  certainly  won't  find  many 

9  objectors,  for  who  can  argue  that  it  is  none  of  the 

10  public's  business  how  its  elected  representatives 

11  spend  the  public's  tax  money,  that  the  public  has  no 

12  right  to  know?   That  we  have  been  kept  in  the  dark 

13  for  so  long  is  in  itself  incredible,  indefensible. 

14  Almost  all  senators  and  a  sizeable  portion 

15  of  House  members  presently  receive  leadership  pay. 

16  This  too  is  unusual  in  the  rest  of  the  country  where 

17  often  even  the  senate  president  and  house  speaker  do 

18  not  receive  higher  amounts  than  other 

19  representatives.   Nowhere  else  have  we  found  so  many 

20  rank  and  file  legislators  who  are  beholden  to  the 

21  leadership  for  premium.   Our  petition  proposes  to 

22  remove  this  extra  pay  for  all  but  a  few  leadership 

23  positions,  including,  by  the  way,  the  Ways  and  Means 

24  Committee,  thereby  creating  more  equality  among  all 
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our  representatives. 

It  has  been  reported  that  our  initiative  is 
intended  to  be  punitive,  but  that  is  wrong.   Yes,  it 
was  the  method  by  which  the  legislative  pay  raise 
was  executed  that  ignited  this  response,  but  the 
fault  was  not  only  yours.   The  blame  is  also  ours, 
the  citizens  of  the  Commonwealth,  for  allowing  this 
gradual  expansion  of  the  role  of  legislator  to 


continue  for  so  long  unquestioned  and  unchecked 


We 


were  remiss  in  our  duty  as  sel f -  governed  citizens  to 
be  ever  vigilant,  as  Jefferson  charged  us. 

We  collected  those  87,000-plus  signatures 
of  your  constituents,  and  we  are  here  before  this 
committee  today  representing  them  to  rectify  our 
past  lack  of  oversight  and  to  provide  the  overdue 
adjustments  necessary  to  bring  Massachusetts  in  line 
with  the  vast  majority  of  states  across  the 
country.   Thank  you. 

SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Thank  you  very  much. 
Are  there  any  questions  from  members  of  the  panel? 


Seeing  none,  we  thank  you  for  your 


testimony . 

We  are  going  to  alternate  proponents  and 
opponents,  and  we  will  call  now  opponent  Susan 
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1  Brotchie.   Forgive  me  if  I  have  pronounced  your  name 

2  incorrectly.   As  you  come  forward,  because  this  is 

3  being  stenographed  -  -  is  that  the  proper  term? 

4  We  would  ask  that  you  identify  your  name  and  your 

5  address  and  affiliation,  town. 

6  SUSAN  BROTCHIE:   My  name  is  Susan 

7  Brotchie.   I  am  a  Peabody  resident.   I  live  at  18 

8  Sabeno  Farm  Road.   I  have  no  affiliation  with  any 

9  organization  that  brings  me  here  today  other  than 

10  just  a  private  citizen.   I  also  don't  have  any 

11  written,  prepared  text.   I  have  made  some  notes  of 

12  things  I  wanted  to  bring  up. 

13  I  have  read  in  the  paper,  in  the  Boston 

14  Globe  on  Sunday,  that  this  hearing  was  taking  place 

15  today  and  I  think  it  is  a  wonderful  idea,  that  it 

16  gives  all  people  an  opportunity  to  express  their 

17  views,  no  matter  whether  or  not  we  agree  or 

18  disagree.   I  think  that  everybody  should  be  heard, 

19  and  I  think  it  is  a  dynamite  opportunity. 

20  I  have  nothing  to  gain  or  lose  by  being 

21  here  today.   I  am  not  running  for  a  legislative 

22  position,  although  I  will  admit  I  have  considered 

23  it,  until  the  pay  raise  repeal.   In  reality,  I  just 


24 


could  not  afford 


I  have  been  a  26-year  employee 
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1  of  NYNEX  in  a  managerial  position.   I  could  not 

2  afford,  as  a  single  parent,  to  raise  my  child  on 

3  $23,000,  nor  would  I  know  what  I  would  do  for  the 

4  other  six  months.   While  this  petition,  while  this 

5  may  open  the  door  for  many,  it  also  closes  the  door 

6  for  many,  many  more. 

7  I  don't  agree  with  the  way  that  the  pay 

8  raise  issue  was  handled.   I  think  it  was  wrong.   It 

9  could  have  been  done  another  way.   I  also  think  that 

10  many  people  are  angry  at  the  legislature  as  a  whole, 

11  not  particularly  at  their  individual 

12  representative.   However,  I  am  here  today  because  I 

13  am  concerned  about  the  lack  of  interest,  as  we  see 

14  in  the  recruitment  of  candidates  to  fill  the 

15  positions  of  state  reps  and  state  senators.   There 

16  is  not  as  much  excitement  going  on  these  days  as 

17  there  has  been  in  the  past. 

18  It's  been  said  that  when  money  becomes  the 

19  motivation,  you  have  people  in  it  for  the  money 

20  rather  than  the  public  service.   That  may  be  true  in 

21  some  cases.   However,  reality  again  tells  us  that  we 

22  need  to  be  able  to  support  our  families,  and  again  I 

23  have  performed  community  service  for  the  past 

24  several  years  for  no  compensation  whatsoever.   Many 
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1  of  you  here  today,  I  have  called  upon  you  to  attend 

2  functions  or  hearings  that  I  have  had,  not  hearings 

3  but  events,  or  come  to  speak  before  an  organization 

4  that  I  run  on  nights  and  on  weekends.   So  a 

5  legislator's  day  does  not  end  at  five  o'clock  at 

6  night,  as  an  average  citizen  does,  nor  does  an 

7  advocate  such  as  myself. 

8  Performing  community  or  public  service,  it 

9  is  normally  a  seven-day  week,  and  from  my  own 

10  personal  experience  I  can  attest  to  that,  while 

11  holding  down  a  paying  job,  raising  my  daughter. 

12  Many  people  have  jobs  that  don't  always  afford  them 

13  the  opportunity  to  call  their  state  representative 

14  or  state  senator  during  working  hours.   The  people 

15  that  I  represent  often  tell  me  they  cannot  make  toll 

16  calls  to  Boston  from  their  job,  so  they  need  to  call 

17  upon  their  state  representative  at  night.   I  know  my 

18  own  state  representative,  John  Slattery,  I  call  him 

19  numerous  times  at  night,  I  meet  with  him  numerous 

20  times  at  night,  so  his  day  doesn't  end  at  five 

21  o'clock  either. 

22  To  think  that  legislators  who  don't  have 

23  another  source  of  viable  income,  such  as  someone  who 

24  may  own  an  insurance  company  or  a  law  firm,  will 
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1  have  six  free  months  to  pursue  another  source  of 

2  income  I  believe  is  misleading  because  you  would 

3  have  to  find  a  job  that  wouldn't  be  a  conflict  of 

4  interest,  as  that  of  a  legislator,  and  one  that 

5  wouldn't  interfere  with  fulfilling  your  constituent 

6  needs,  and  I  don't  think  that  could  be  found  in  the 

7  private  sector.   I  know  my  company  would  never  allow 

8  me  to  have  six  months  off  the  job.   There  is  just  no 

9  way.   There's  a  lot  of  professions,  teachers, 

10  doctors,  I  don't  think  they  could  take  six  months 

11  away  from  their  career.   I  know  I  couldn't.   And 

12  then  that  also  raises  the  question  of,  with  six 

13  months  off  the  job,  at  what  time,  then  --  if  you 

14  have  to  have  another  job  to  make  up  for  the  income, 

15  then  what  time  do  we  have  to  spend  with  our  families 

16  for  vacation  time  if  your  employer  is  allowing  you 

17  to  take  six  months  leave  of  absence?   Which  I  don't 

18  know  too  many  that  would.   When  you  are  on  the  job 

19  for  six  months,  I  think  you  would  have  to  forfeit 

20  your  vacation  time,  and  then  we  get  into  the  family 

21  value  --  the  family  issue,  rather. 

22  Most  of  us  are  compensated  on  our  job 

23  performance.   I  know  I  am.   I  know  in  the  private 

24  sector  I  am  almost  guaranteed  almost  a  3  percent 


DORIS  0.  WONG  ASSOCIATES 


12 


1  cost  of  living  every  year.   Legislators  haven't  done 

2  that,  haven't  been  given  that.   Voters  have  the 

3  power  of  reducing  their  legislators'  pay  to  zero  by 

4  voting  them  out  of  office  if  we  are  not  happy  with 

5  that  particular  legislator.   People  who  are 

6  dedicated  and  committed  to  making  a  difference  in 

7  our  communities,  I  feel,  should  be  given  a  chance  to 

8  either  seek  or  retain  the  office,  but  I  would  like 

9  to  see  people  who  can  relate  to  the  issues  that 

10  concern  me  as  a  private  citizen,  as  a  parent,  and  I 

11  think  that  we  are  closing  the  door  as  to  those  types 

12  of  citizens . 

13  But  at  the  same  time  I  would  like  to  see 

14  legislators  be  able  to  earn  enough  to  support  their 

15  families.   And  average  citizens,  their  salaries  may 

16  be  well  below  what  the  legislators  are  making,  but 

17  average  citizens  whose  salaries  are  below,  their  day 

18  ends  at  five  o'clock  Monday  through  Friday  and  they 

19  normally  aren't  called  upon  at  night  or  in  the 

20  evenings.   I  think  that  the  road  to  hell  was  paved 

21  with  good  intentions,  and  this  is  just  one  of  those 

22  roads.   Thank  you. 

23  SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Thank  you  very  much  for 

24  your  testimony.   Are  there  any  questions? 
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Thanks  very  much  for  taking  the  time  in 
testifying  before  the  committee. 

Vivienne  Kalman.   Is  Vivienne  Kalman  here? 

VIVIENNE  KALMAN:   How  did  you  get  my  name? 

SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   It's  on  this  sheet. 

MS.  KALMAN:   I  thought  I  was  signing  in. 

SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   You  don't  need  to 
testify  if  you  -- 

VIVIENNE  KALMAN:   I  do  approve  of  this 
initiative,  but  I  really  want  to  hear  the  arguments 
against  it  in  case  I  should  change  my  mind. 

SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Thank  you.   Thank  you 
for  having  an  open  mind. 

Mr.  Rowe,  John  L.  Rowe .   Is  it  " L . "  Rowe  or 


W. "  Rowe? 


JOHN  ROWE:   W.  Rowe 


SENATOR  ROSENBERG:    " W . "   I  stand 


corrected . 

MR.  ROWE:   Bad  penmanship  is  one  of  my 
several  faults.   Thank  you,  Chairman  Rosenberg, 
Chairman  Finneran,  members  of  the  committee.   I  come 
here  because  a  year  and  a  half  ago  I  was  asked  by 
Speaker  Flaherty  and  then  President  Bulger  to  chair 
an  advisory  panel  on  legislative  salaries.   The 
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1  other  members  were  David  Sargent,  president  of  the 

2  Suffolk  Law  School,  and  Michelle  Spring.   We  were 

3  picked  because  between  us  we  had  substantial 

4  experience  in  the  private  sector,  the  public  sector 

5  and  the  nonprofit  sector,  and  we  were  asked  to 

6  comment  on  legislative  salaries  in  light  of  salary 

7  changes  in  other  parts  of  the  economy. 

8  At  that  time  the  McCormack  Institute  at  the 

9  University  of  Massachusetts  had  published  a  report 

10  demonstrating  in  extensive  detail  that  between  1983 

11  and  1994  the  purchasing  power  of  legislative 

12  salaries  had  fallen  dramatically.   The  members  of 

13  the  committee  and  I  reviewed  that  report.   We 

14  reviewed  extensive  salary  information  on  other 

15  sectors  of  economic  life  in  the  Commonwealth.   We 

16  looked  at  public  employees'  salaries,  both  state  and 

17  federal.   We  looked  at  municipal  employees' 

18  salaries.   We  looked  at  data  from  a  wide  variety  of 

19  private  sector  salaries,  and,  as  you  would  expect, 

20  we  did  not  find  that  most  salaries  uniformly  rose 

21  with  inflation. 

22  What  we  did  find  is  that  for  broad  groups, 

23  most  salaries  had  improved  almost  as  much  as 

24  inflation,  and  a  great  many  had  improved 
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1  substantially  more.   We  looked  at  salaries  for  other 

2  legislatures.   We  looked  at  the  broadest  sample  we 

3  could  find,  and  we  concluded  and  we  recommended  to 

4  the  president,  the  speaker,  to  this  committee  and  to 

5  the  legislature  that  in  an  uncertain  world,  an 

6  inflation-based  increase  was  the  most  appropriate 

7  and  defensible  measure  which  could  be  adopted  in  a 

8  difficult  situation.   We  made  that  recommendation. 

9  The  legislature,  after  reviewing  the  McCormack 

10  report,  our  report,  having  a  public  hearing,  enacted 

11  those  changes,  and  now  repeal  is  sought  by 

12  initiative.   I  certainly  understand  the  frustration 

13  which  people  feel.   We  all  have  something  going  on 

14  that  frustrates  us  immensely  and  we  all  wish  to  find 

15  a  way  to  demonstrate  that,  but  this  initiative  is 

16  not  the  right  way. 

17  I  would  like  to  harken  back  to  the 

18  reference  to  Benjamin  Franklin,  "a  republic,  if  you 

19  can  keep  it. "   To  keep  a  republic  requires  an 

20  immense  amount  of  hard  work.   That  is  the  work  the 

21  Commonwealth  has  asked  the  legislature  to  do.   That 

22  is  the  work  for  which  you  must  be  paid  a  decent 

23  salary.   I  think  the  initiative  is  wrong  in 

24  substance  because,  knowing  some  of  you  as  I  do, 
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knowing  how  much  many  of  you  work,  I  think  the 
salaries  you  receive  are  more  than  deserved  in 
substance . 

I  think  the  initiative  is  wrong  in 
process.   It  combines  things  which  some  of  us  might 
agree  with,  such  as  indexing  for  future  increases  or 
even  six-month  sessions  with  a  rollback  in  salary, 
which,  in  my  view,  is  not  defensible.   And  that's 
the  problem  with  initiatives.   They  are  axes  where 
more  delicate  instruments  are  required  if  we  are 
going  to  keep  this  commonwealth,  this  republic  that 


we  love . 


So  I  believe,  with  great  respect  for  its 


proponents,  that  this  initiative  is  a  mistake,  and  I 
hope  that  the  people  of  the  Commonwealth  will 
understand  and  vote  in  the  election  for  the 
proposition  that  good  government  and  the  republic 
which  we  want  requires  good  people  and  hard  work  to 
sustain  it.   Thank  you  very  much. 

SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Thank  you.   Any 
questions?   Thank  you  very  much,  sir. 

Barbara  Anderson.   Good  morning,  Barbara. 

BARBARA  ANDERSON:   Thank  you.   Good 
morning,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee. 
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Thank  you  very  much  for  changing  your  format  because 
I  thought  it  was  important  that,  since  this  issue 
hasn't  been  on  the  radar  screen,  that  you  should  be 
reminded  of  why  we  had  done  it  in  the  first  place 
and  that's  why  we  needed  our  opening  testimony.   And 
I  also  prefer  to  sort  of  do  batting  clean-up  in 
order  to  rebut  some  of  the  points  that  came  before 
us  because  I  think  that  is  always  valuable  to  a 
committee,  to  hear  first  the  arguments  as  to  why 
something  is  not  a  good  idea  and  then  have  somebody 
come  back  and  explain  why  those  points  are  not 


valid . 


For  the  record,  I  am  Barbara  Anderson, 


executive  director  of  Citizens  for  Limited  Taxation, 
though,  listening  to  Mr.  Rowe ' s  testimony,  we  are 
not  considering  changing  our  name  to  "Citizens  for 
Delicate  Instruments"  on  the  theory  that  the  thing 
that  works  best  with  the  legislature  is  a  very 
delicate  and  gentle  approach.   We  have  tried  those 
in  the  past,  of  course.   We  have  made 

recommendations  to  the  legislature  over  the  years  as 
to  the  best  way  to  do  a  pay  raise,  to  do  it  as  your 
own  rules  have  required  for  a  period  of  time,  to  do 
it  through  the  next  sitting  legislature,  to  make  it 
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1  a  reasonable  amount,  to  tie  the  increases  into  some 

2  outside  source,  not  state  workers'  salaries  but 

3  something  that  was  not  in  any  way  controlled  by  the 

4  legislature.   Our  recommendations  have  always  been 

5  ignored,  and  this  time,  of  course,  they  were  ignored 

6  particularly  well  in  that  you  did  everything  wrong 

7  and  thereby  infuriated  the  population. 

8  I  apologize  for  not  having  more  of  our 

9  members  here.   They  worked  40-hour  weeks,  eight 

10  hours  a  day.   We  didn't  ask  them  to  take  time  off 

11  from  their  work  to  come  to  this  hearing  because  we 

12  know  that  there  is  very  slight  chance,  if  none,  that 

13  this  committee  is  going  to  go  along  with  the 

14  initiative  petition  by  the  first  Wednesday  in  May. 

15  But  when  I  got  here,  I  thought  that  perhaps 

16  there  would  be  more  people  testifying  on  our  side 

17  than  I  expected,  because  I  saw  all  the  special 

18  interest  groups  that  lobbied  before  the  State  House 

19  here  signing  up  at  the  signing  sheet,  I  thought  for 

20  us,  because  it  has  been  said  by  some  of  our 

21  opponents  that  special  interest  groups  are  going  to 

22  really  like  our  initiative  petition  when  we  make  it 

23  a  citizen  legislature,  and  then  they  can  deal  with 

24  the  professional  bureaucracy  and  they  will  be  very 
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happy.   But  I  find,  to  my  surprise,  that  rather  than 
signing  up  for  us  and  saying  they  would  prefer  to 
deal  with  the  bureaucracy,  they  are  signing  up  on 
the  other  side  to  be  opposed  to  our  initiative 
petition,  which  seems  to  indicate  to  me  that  the 
special  interest  groups  that  lobby  at  the  State 
House  much  prefer  the  system  the  way  it  is.   And 
this,  I  guess,  does  not  surprise  me. 

We  had  no  problem  with  the  system  the  way 
it  was  either,  necessarily,  but  we  thought  a 
six-month  session  would  be  better  for  you  as  well  as 
for  the  business  of  the  Commonwealth.   I  mean,  we 
are  a  full-time  organization.   We  can  keep  ourselves 
busy  lobbying  up  here  spring,  summer,  winter  and 
fall.   But  over  the  years  we've  got  indication  from 
people  that  they  thought  a  system  more  like  what 
other  states  have  would  be  better  for  Massachusetts, 
especially  since  we  are  no  longer  an  industrial 
state  and  have  not  been  an  industrial  state  since 


1983  . 


The  six-month  session  was  attempted  in  the 


past  by  the  Mass.  Taxpayers  Foundation,  which  I  see 
is  also  here  today.   They  went  to  the  streets  to  get 
signatures  for  the  six-month  session  that 
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1  Commissioner  Rowe  said  that  he  thought  might  not  be 

2  a  bad  idea.   But  unfortunately,  they  couldn't  get 

3  the  signatures  because  they  gave  the  same  amount  of 

4  pay  for  six  months'  work  and  it  was  perceived  by  the 

5  people  signing  the  petition,  or  actually  not  signing 

6  the  petition,  that  if  you  were  going  to  only  work 

7  half  the  time,  you  shouldn't  get  the  same  amount  of 

8  pay,  so  they  couldn't  get  the  signatures  and  they 

9  couldn't  bring  the  six-month  session  before  you. 

10  We  also  knew  that  we  could  not  get  a 

11  six-month  session  constitutional  amendment  because 

12  any  time  that  we  have  had  people  out  there  working 

13  to  get  an  initiative  petition  for  a  constitutional 

14  amendment,  we  have  not  been  able  to  get  a  vote  in 

15  the  constitutional  convention  because  the  Senate 

16  president  presiding  at  the  time   --  and  it  was  a 

17  different  one,  I  realize,  than  there  is  now  --  never 

18  even  allowed  us  to  get  to  the  floor  for  a  vote. 

19  Our  experience  with  the  legislature  as  a 

20  full-time  body  has  not  been  a  good  experience,  and 

21  perhaps  that  would  prejudice  our  testimony  if  we 

22  were  inclined  to  be  punitive  in  our  initiative 

23  petition.   But  we  weren't  really.   What  we  intended 

24  to  do  is  what  we  have  done  in  the  past.   Since  you 
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1  did  the  initiative  petition  in  a  way  that  was 

2  guaranteed  to  infuriate  almost  every  one  of  your 

3  constituents,  even  those  who  are  now  testifying, 

4  even  though  they  don't  support  our  petition,  since 

5  you  did  it  with  --  I  believe  it  was  two  days,  denial 

6  on  Tuesday,  proposal  on  Wednesday,  vote  on  Friday, 

7  since  you  made  it  a  55  percent  pay  increase,  which 

8  most  people,  of  course,  will  never  see  in  a 

9  lifetime,  never  mind  in  a  one-year  pay  raise,  since 

10  you  did  it  with  an  emergency  preamble  to  begin  with 

11  so  that  people  perceived  that  you  considered  your 

12  pay  raise  an  emergency  when  in  fact  welfare  reform 

13  and  a  lot  of  other  subjects  hadn't  been  an  emergency 

14  in  the  20  years  we  said  it  was  causing  problems  for 

15  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts,  all  of  those 

16  things  had  to  be  addressed  because  we  feel  that  it 

17  is  very  important  that  the  citizens,  your  employers, 

18  always  have  the  upper  hand,  if  you  will  excuse  the 

19  expression,  because  we  have  to  let  you  know  when  you 

20  do  something  outrageous  that  angers  us  or  the 

21  relationship  between  us  and  you  gets  distorted. 

22  So  all  we  intended  to  do  when  you  passed  a 

23  55  percent  pay  increase,  which  originally  intended 

24  to  pass  with  an  emergency  preamble,  all  we  intended 
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1  to  do  was  to  repeal  that  pay  raise  to  let  you  know 

2  that  the  voters  didn't  like  the  way  it  was  done  and 

3  to  let  the  voters  have  the  final  decision  on  your 

4  pay  as  a  proper  employer  should  have  the  final 

5  decision  on  the  pay. 

6  Unfortunately  for  that  plan,  between  the 

7  time  that  the  committee  heard  the  pay  raise  repeal 

8  and  the  time  it  got  to  the  floor  for  a  vote,  the 

9  petition  was  changed  to  make  it  repeal-proof  by 

10  referendum.   And  whoever  made  that  decision, 

11  possibly  unilaterally,  made  the  decision  for  us.   We 

12  could  not  do  a  repeal  referendum  cutting  the  pay 

13  from  $46,000  to  $30,000  because  the  option  was  now 

14  closed  to  us.   Our  constitution  does  not  allow  us  to 

15  do  a  repeal  referendum  on  an  appropriation  bill. 

16  And  since  the  governor's  original  pay 

17  raise,  while  bad  enough  with  this  emergency 

18  preamble,  was  not  an  appropriation  bill,  the  version 

19  that  finally  got  to  the  floor  after  the  committee 

20  hearing  was  an  appropriation  bill.   We  did  file  a 

21  repeal  referendum,  but  unfortunately  we  were  told  by 

22  the  Attorney  General's  Office  that  we  were  not 

23  allowed  to  do  it,  and  of  course  he  was  correct. 

24  At  that  point  we  could  either  drop  the 
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whole  subject  and  allow  the  800  to  1200  people  -- 
800  to  our  office,  1200  to  the  other  members  of  the 
coalition  --  to  not  be  able  to  vent  their  outrage  at 
the  way  this  pay  raise  was  done  or  we  could  take  the 
only  route  open  to  us,  which  was  an  initiative 
petition.   An  initiative  petition,  for  those  of  you 
who  don't  do  this  a  lot,  creates  a  law,  and  we  have 
the  flexibility  with  an  initiative  petition  to 
create  any  law  we  want,  to  set  any  salary  level  we 
want,  to  do  whatever  we  like.   With  a  repeal 
referendum,  all  we  would  have  been  able  to  do  is 
repeal  the  exact  language  that  you  passed,  which  is 
what  we  had  done  in  1988  and  1980.   So  we  started  to 
draft  an  initiative  petition,  and  the  rules  require 
that  we  could  only  file  that  in  August,  so  we  had  a 
lot  of  time  to  do  it.   So  we  decided  first  to  do 
some  research  on  other  states,  looking  again  at  our 
longstanding  interest  in  the  six-month  legislative 


sess ion 


As  we  researched  those  other  states,  we 
found  that  other  states  are  not  like  us  in  a  lot  of 
ways,  I  suppose,  but  particularly  in  the  way  their 
legislature  is  structured.   42  other  states  have 
part-time  legislatures.   Most  of  them,  we 
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1  found  --  and  this  was  using  '93  data,  we  will  be 

2  updating  this  through  the  year  --  most  of  them  were 

3  out  of  session  by  the  end  of  April.   All  of  them 

4  were  out  of  session  by  the  end  of  June.   Only  those 

5  few  remaining  industrial  states  stayed  in  all  year, 

6  and  even  they  didn't  come  back  in  after  an  election, 

7  pass  pay  raises  for  themselves,  never  mind  dealing 

8  with  tax  legislation. 

9  So  then  we  realized  how  dysfunctional  we 

10  are  here  in  Massachusetts,  and  we  thought  maybe  this 

11  explains  a  lot.   Our  legislature  perceives  itself  to 

12  be  full-time.   Most  legislators  put  down 

13  "legislator"  as  their  occupation.   And  yet  in  other 

14  states  they  come  in,  work  in  a  fairly  concentrated 

15  session.   If  it  is  a  particularly  rough  year,  they 

16  stay  till  the  end  of  June. 

17  A  lot  of  states,  including  our  competing 

18  high-tech  states  of  North  Carolina  and  Texas  and 

19  others,  are  biennial  sessions  that  only  come  in 

20  every  other  year  for  a  couple  of  months.   And  the 

21  people  who  run  for  office  in  those  states,  even 

22  though  you  would  at  first  think  that  only  senior 

23  citizens  and  students  and  retired  people  or  lawyers, 

24  as  we  have  here  in  Massachusetts,  could  hold  that 
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kind  of  a  job,  to  our  surprise  we  are  finding,  as  we 
research  these  other  states,  that  there  is  greater 
variety  in  the  type  of  people  who  run  for  the 
legislature,  that  is,  the  type  of  professions  that 
they  hold  in  their  real  jobs.   They  come  in  for  four 
to  six  concentrated  months  and  then  they  go  back  to 
their  real  jobs  which  range  from  consultants,  small 
business  people,  a  lot  of  health  care  workers, 
public  safety  workers.   Local  police  often  go  in  and 
run  for  the  legislature,  have  four  months  to  be 
legislators.   Radio  station  owners,  small  business 
men,  cattle  men.   All  over  the  country  you  see  a 
wide  variety  of  people.   Farmers  in  New  Hampshire  to 
manufacturing  managers  in  the  industrial  states. 


You  see  all  of  these  people  running  for 


that  is 


the  high  tech  states  --  you  see  all  these  people 
running  for  office,  serving  as  legislators,  and  then 
going  back  to  the  real  world,  and  the  pay  they  make 
on  average  is  under  the  $23,000  that  we  have 


chosen . 


We  didn't  pick  the  $23,000  because  it 


averages  to  pretty  much  what  they  make  in  the  rest 
of  the  country  but  because  it  is  half  of  what  you 
are  making  now,  and  we  are  trying  to  encourage  you 
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1  to  have  a  six-month  session.   So  looking  at  these 

2  other  states,  we  thought  why  can't  we  be  more  like  , 

3  the  rest  of  the  country,  which  certainly  isn't  any 

4  less  well  run  than  Massachusetts?   So  we  decided  to 

5  try  for  the  six-month  session.   And  the  only  way  we 

6  can  do  that,  since  we  know  we  would  not  get  a  fair 

7  vote  in  the  constitutional  convention,  we  never  have 

8  on  any  issue  we  have  worked  with,  so  we  decided  the 

9  only  way  to  do  it  is  try  to  encourage  you  to  do  what 

10  so  many  people  and  the  polls  show  the  majority  of 

11  voters  in  Massachusetts  would  like  to  see  you  do, 

12  have  a  six-month  session.   The  only  way  we  can  do 

13  that  is  to  cut  your  pay  after  six  months  so  that  you 

14  won't  have  an  incentive  to  hang  around  for  the  rest 

15  of  the  year  and  come  in  for  lame  duck  sessions  and 

16  pass  pay  raises  and  tax  policy. 

17  I  think  many  of  you  would  agree  with  this 

18  concept.   Many  of  you,  I  know,  do  because  I  have 

19  heard  legislators  complaining  about  having  to  be 

20  called  back,  and  at  the  whim  of  the  leadership,  in 

21  order  to  work  on  some  particular  project  that  the 

22  leadership  didn't  consider  important  until  sometime 

23  between  Christmas  and  New  Year.   So  the  only  way  we 

24  could  do  that  was  cut  the  pay  at  the  end  of  June. 
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1  Your  pay  has  not  essentially  been  cut.   You  will  be 

2  getting  the  same  paychecks  you  are  getting  now  all 

3  the  way  through  June.   Then  you  are  free  to  go  out 

4  and  work  at  your  real  jobs  in  the  real  world,  if  you 

5  want  to.   And  if  you  don't  want  to,  you  will  have  to 

6  live  on  the  $23,205  plus  what  your  spouses  make  or 

7  any  additional  money  that  you  make,  just  as  the  rest 

8  of  the  state  does.   And  you  could  take  the  six 

9  months  off  and  still  be  making  a  few  thousand 

10  dollars  less  than  I  make  working  all  year.   So  that 

11  seemed  fair  to  us.   It  seemed  more  than  fair  to  us. 

12  We  didn't  cut  your  pay.   You  are  getting  paid  the 

13  same  thing  for  the  six  months,  if  our  petition 

14  passes,  that  you  are  getting  paid  now.   It  just  ends 

15  at  the  end  of  June. 

16  We  also  realized  that  it  is  very  difficult 

17  for  you  to  have  to  vote  on  your  own  salaries,  and  we 

18  always  recognized  that,  and  I  wouldn't  want  to  have 

19  to  do  it  either.   So  what  we  did  is  put  in  a 

20  determinant.   Now,  I  know  a  lot  of  you,  not  you 

21  necessarily,  but  legislators  from  other  communities 

22  perhaps  are  running  around  telling  everybody  that, 

23  "Gee,  we  have  to  vote  on  our  own  pay  raise.   That's 

24  why  it  always  looks  so  bad.   We  have  no  choice  about 
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it."   "The  constitution,"  they  even  say,  blaming  the 
constitution,  "makes  us  vote  on  our  own  pay  raise." 
But  you  know  that's  not  true. 

In  1987,  when  you  voted  yourselves  a  pay 
raise,  you  then  built  in  a  determinant  which 
happened  to  be  tied  into  state  workers'  pay.   And 
that  was,  of  course,  a  very  bad  idea,  but  you  at 
least  had  the  concept  right,  but  you  tied  into 
something  outside  of  yourself  that  every  year 
accelerates  and  you  don't  ever  have  to  vote  on  your 
own  pay  raise  again.   We  tried  to  find  the  most  fair 
way  to  increase  your  salaries.   We  didn't  want  to 
use  inflation  since  inflation,  we  agree  I'm  sure,  is 
a  bad  thing.   You  don't  want  to  be  hoping  for 
inflation  so  that  you  get  a  pay  raise.   So  we  tied 
it  in  with  the  median  family  income  in 
Massachusetts . 

We  figured  if  the  median  family  is  doing 
well,  if  your  constituents  are  doing  well,  then  you 
deserve,  because  you  are  partly  responsible  for  that 
by  the  way  you  are  behaving  on  the  Hill,  you  deserve 
an  increase.   And  if  for  some  reason  you  make  a 
total,  absolute  mess  of  things,  the  way  you  did  in 
the  late  '80s,  and  the  median  family  income  goes 
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down,  as  it  did  in  1991,  then  you  will  get  a  pay- 
out.  So  that  gives  you  an  incentive  to  work  for  the 
economy,  for  jobs,  that  is  very  much  like  the 
incentive  that  people  in  the  private  sector  have. 
They  do  well,  their  business  does  well,  they  get  a 
pay  increase.   If  they  don't,  then  they  won't.   So 
we  tied  it  in  with  the  median  family  income. 

This  year  if  you  had  --  if  you  had  had  this 
determinant  in  the  late  '80s,  you  would  have  gotten 
a  fairly  good  pay  increase  during  the  booming  years 
of  the  '80s.   Then  you  would  have  gotten  a  very 
small  pay  increase  at  the  time  you  were  having  this 
fiscal  crisis.   But  by  1994  the  median  family  income 
went  up  9  percent.   You  would  have  gotten  a  9  pay 
increase.   That  seems  fair  to  us,  that  every  year 
you  get  an  automatic  increase,  a  cost  of  living 
increase  based  upon  how  well  your  constituents  are 


doing . 


We  put  a  couple  of  more  things  in  the 


petition.   While  we  were  researching  these  others 
states,  we  found  that  we  are  also  dysfunctional  in 
the  number  of  people  who  get  additional  pay  for 
leadership  positions.   Almost  all  of  the  Senate,  of 
course,  gets  the  extra  leadership  pay  for  being 
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committee  chairmen  so  their  base  pay  is  not  $46,000, 
it  is  $53 , 0 00  -  something .   Then  a  lot  of  leadership 
positions  get  more  money.   But  that  is  unusual.   In 
many  other  states,  the  speaker  and  senate  president 
themselves  don't  get  paid  more,  though  most  states 
do  agree  that  the  Ways  and  Means  chairmen  deserve 
extra  money  for  the  extra  effort  that  they  put  in, 
and  they  do  give  extra  pay  to  Ways  and  Means 


chairmen 


So  we  tried  to  look  at  the  other  states  to 


be  as  fair  as  possible,  and  we  removed  the  extra  pay 
for  committee  chairmen,  except  for  the  Ways  and 
Means  committees.   And  we  also  give  extra  pay,  of 
course,  to  the  Senate  president  and  House  speaker. 
And  that's  a  tradition  here.   And  we  figure  they  are 
going  to  be  working  all-year  'round,  as  other  Ways 
and  Means  chairmen.   And  we  always  put  in  for  the 
majority  leader,  the  minority  leader,  and  then, 
since  we  wanted  to  balance  whatever  parties  were  in 
power,  we  threw  in  another  assistant  minority  leader 
so  that  there  would  be  at  least  two  members  of  the 
minority  party  on  the  floor  during  the  informal 
sessions  when  sometimes  strange  bills  can  pass  if 
there  is  no  objection.   So  we  have  ten  leadership 
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positions  that  get  extra  pay.   The  rest  of  the 
chairmen  will  get  the  same  amount  of  money  as  the 
other  legislators  do,  which  gives  all  of  us  a  little 
bit  more  sense  of  equality. 

Right  now  our  legislator  happens  to  be 
lucky  enough  to  be  a  committee  chairman  and  gets 
paid  an  extra  $7500.   He  has  an  advantage,  but  we 
don't,  because  he  is  now  beholden,  he  or  she  is 
beholden  to  the  leadership  person  who  gives  them  the 
extra  pay,  not  to  us,  the  constituents.   We  think 
this  is  an  unhealthy  situation.   We  would  like  all 
of  our  state  representatives  to  be  on  an  equal 
footing  on  Beacon  Hill,  none  of  them  getting  paid 
more  than  any  others  except  for  those  few  that  would 
have  to  be  here  year-round.   So  we  again  did  this 
like  in  other  states  and  only  had  a  few  leadership 
positions  getting  the  extra  pay. 

One  of  the  favorite  parts  of  our  petition 
is  the  part  that  was  put  together  after  we  saw  the 
series  Channel  4  did  on  taking  it  up  to  the  State 
House  last  spring  when  we  realized  that  we  citizens 
have  no  access  to  the  legislative  records,  no 
ability  to  know  how  you  spend  our  money  internally. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  when  Joe  Bergantino  of  Channel 
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4  tried  to  find  out  how  our  money  was  spent,  he  was 
told  on  several  occasions  by  several  legislators 
that  it  is  none  of  his  business.   Well,  if  it  is 
none  of  his  business,  then  it  means  it  is  none  of 
our  business.   And  of  course,  you  must  recognize  it 
is  our  business.   It  is,  after  all,  our 
legislature.   So  we  are  opening  up  the  books  of  the 
legislature  to  the  state  auditor  and  to  the 
inspector  general  so  that  the  reporters  can  get  the 
same  audit  of  the  legislature  that  they  can  now  get 
of  the  executive  branch,  and  I  am  sure  nobody  on 
this  committee  could  possibly  argue  against  doing 


that 


However,  we  never  have  been  able  to  get  it 


through  the  legislature,  and  the  Republicans,  I 
know,  have  tried,  several  years  filed  bills  to  open 
up  the  books  of  the  legislature.   It  just  simply 
doesn't  pass,  which  is  another  reason,  despite  our 
wanting  to  be  the  "Citizens  for  Delicate 
Instruments,"  why  you  simply  can't  do  it  that  way. 
Sometimes  a  legislature  just  doesn't  do  what  is 
obvious  and  noncont roversial  with  the  public  unless 
they  are  made  to  do  it  with  the  initiative  petition, 
so  that  is  also  part  of  our  petition. 


DORIS  0.  WONG  ASSOCIATES 


33 


And  that's  basically  it.   We  are  going  to 
give  you  for  six  months  work  or  less  --  by  the  way, 
you  don't  have  to  work  six  months.   As  I  said,  in 


other  states  they  are  gone  by  the  end  of  April 


If 


you  want  to  make  it  February,  March,  April,  come  in, 
do  your  job,  pass  legislation  and  leave,  you  will 
still  get  paid  for  six  months.   I  don't  see  what  can 
possibly  be  more  fair  than  that.   But  if  you  want  to 
stay  the  full  six  months,  you  can.   If  you  want  to 
stay  the  full  12  months,  you  are  certainly  free  to 
do  so.   We  also  have  not  cut  the  money  for  your  per 
diem,  so  if  you  do  have  to  be  called  in  for  an 
emergency  session  or  to  override  vetoes  or  something 
in  the  fall,  you  will  still  get  paid  per  diem.   Your 
staffs  will  still  be  working  full-time,  so  they  can 
do  their  constituent  service,  possibly  more  of  it, 
because  you  won't  be  bothering  them  with  things  that 
you  need  done  because  it  is  yet  another  undeclared 
session  sometime  in  the  middle  of  October. 

So  no  matter  what  the  arguments  are  against 
this,  I  can't  imagine  why  you  yourselves  --  if  you 
take  time  to  think  about  it  and  don't  just  see  it  as 
something  being  imposed  upon  you  but  as  something 
that  in  fact  is  going  to  benefit  particularly  those 
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of  you  who  do  have  outside  income  and  have  other 
jobs,  I  think  you  will  be  able,  if  not  willing 
publicly,  to  support  this  petition. 

I  want  to  respond  to  something  Susan 
Brotchie  said.   She  is  not  going  to  run,  and  I'm 
sure  we  all  regret  that.   But  in  the  competition  for 
Representative  Lambert's  seat,  there  are  nine 
people,  nine  Democrats  running  and  two  Republicans. 
So  11  people  have  already  signed  up  for  the  open 
seat  in  the  8th  Bristol  District.   So  there  are  some 
people,  apparently,  who  do  not  have  a  concern  about 
working  six  months  for  $23,000  and  then  being  able 
to  go  back  to  the  real  world.   As  a  matter  of  fact, 


Senator  Creedon's  brother 


and  I  do  want  to 


commend  Senator  Creedon  here.   He  was  one  of  the 
leaders  of  the  six-month  session  initiative  petition 
that  didn't  get  the  signatures  in  the  '80s  because 
again  they  didn't  cut  the  pay,  but  he  had  always 
supported  a  six-month  session.   His  brother  is 
running  because,  he  told  the  local  press,  because 
this  now  means  he  can  work  as  a  legislator  for  six 
months  and  then  be  free  to  pursue  his  real  interest, 
his  real  job,  and  I  think  that  is  an  advantage.   I 
think  for  the  people  like  Ms.  Brotchie,  who  will  not 
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run  unless  she  gets  paid  a  lot  of  money,  I  think 
there  are  a  lot  of  people  who,  when  they  recognize 
the  advantage  of  the  system  to  themselves,  as  they 


recognize  it  in  40  other  states  where  people 


we 


checked  that  out  too.   There  is  competition  in  these 
other  states.   There  aren't  seats  that  are  going 
begging.   There  are  people  who  really  like  the 
system  in  other  states.   And  I  think  when  people 
catch  on  to  that,  you  are  going  to  see  them  running 
for  seats  just  as  they  do  now  in  the  Massachusetts 
legislature . 

Finishing  up  here  with  the  process,  this 
panel  that  decided  what  the  pay  should  be  followed 
another  commission  that  recommended  that  the  pay 
increase  be  $5000,  no  more  than  $10,000.   And  this 
was  a  panel  that  actually  spent  time  studying  or  was 
a  commission  that  spent  time  studying.   When  that 
study  came  out  and  did  not  say  what  the  governor  and 
the  legislative  leadership  apparently  wanted  to 
hear,  they  quickly  put  together  the  Rowe 
Commission.   And  since  I  am  not  going  to  indulge  in 
ad  hominem  attacks,  because  that's  what  I  get 
accused  of,  I  am  simply  going  to  read  from  the 
Herald  story  on  the  2nd  of  December  '94.    "The 
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secret  three -member  panel  that  backed  giving  state 
lawmakers  a  hefty  $16,400  raise  met  face-to-face  for 
a  total  of  two  hours  at  the  Ritz  Carlton  and  the 
exclusive  Algonquin  Club,  the  chairman"  --  that  is, 
Mr.  Rowe  --  "said  yesterday.   The  previously  unknown 
committee  members,  including  a  political  operative 
and  a  utility  company  executive  who  does  business 
with  the  state,  yesterday  defended  their  call  for  a 
pay  hike.   The  trio  said  they  conducted  a  broad 
review  of  the  legislators'  compensation  issue  during 
their  two  Back  Bay  sessions  and  a  conference  call." 

Now,  this  was  the  commission  that  was 
hurriedly  called  together,  when  the  people  who  were 
studying  your  pay,  who  recommended  a  $5000  to 
$10,000  increase,  didn't  come  up  with  the  right 
number,  met  at  the  Algonquin  Club,  for  heaven's 
sake,  for  two  hours,  and,  having  in  depth  studied 
the  issue  of  legislative  compensation  and,  I  am 
sure,  took  a  serious  look  at  42  other  states  that 
don't  have  the  kind  of  compensation  we  have  and 
don't  have  the  system  we  have,  came  up  with, 
surprise,  surprise,  the  recommendation,  and  Mr.  Rowe 
has  just  had  the  incredible  gall  to  come  here  and 
defend  it . 
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Many  people  in  the  business  community  don't 
understand  why  we,  the  rest  of  the  people,  get  angry 
when  we  see  people  like  big  business  and  big  labor, 
which  you  are  going  to  see  here  today,  teamed  up 
against  the  rest  of  us,  who  have  to  go  to  work,  work 
eight  hours  a  day,  40  hours  a  week,  49  to  50  weeks  a 
year,  and  the  way  a  legislative  pay  raise  is  decided 
is  by  a  couple  of  executives,  two  of  who  do  business 
with  the  state,  who  have  a  two-hour  meeting  at  the 
Algonquin  Club  and  decide  that  we  should  be  paying 


you  more 


I  hope,  at  least,  if  nothing  else  happens 


today,  I  hope  you  understand  how  angry  we  are  and 
how  disappointed  we  were.   And  if  you  go  back  and 
read  the  news  clips  in  early  December,  you  will  find 
that  our  organizations,  Coalition  for  Pay  Raise 
Repeal,  Citizens  for  Limited  Taxation,  Local  26, 
Hotel  Workers'  Union,  and  United  We  Stand  America, 
the  Massachusetts  branch,  all  of  us  said  in  the 
beginning  we  weren't  going  to  do  this.   None  of  us 
wanted  to  do  another  pay  raise  repeal.   It's  boring, 
we've  done  it.   You  feel  like  Sisyphus  pushing  the 
bolder  up  the  hill.   Nothing  really  gets 
accomplished  except  a  chance  for  voters  to  express 
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their  opinions,  which  is  worth  doing  but  not  all  the 
work  that  you  have  to  do  for  a  ballot  campaign.   But 
we  got  1200  phone  calls  from  people  saying  "Do 
something."   And  so  we  asked  our  members,  and  they 
said  "Do  it"  and  we  are  doing  it.   But  in  the 
process  of  doing  it,  rather  than  just  come  in  and 
cut  your  pay,  we  decided  to  try  to  accomplish 
something  since  this  committee  gave  the  people  a 
chance  to  make  that  decision  to  do  our  initiative 
petition  since  we  couldn't  do  the  repeal 
referendum.   We  decided  let's  try  to  accomplish  some 


work 


And  so  what  we  have  come  up  with  is 


something  that  we  think  is  fair  to  you.   It  will 
work  for  the  Commonwealth.   It's  like  they  do  it  in 
42  other  states.   And  while  I  don't  expect  that  this 
committee  will  support  this  initiative  petition  or 
vote  for  it  in  May,  I  would  like  to  at  least  see 
some  acknowledgement  that  you  understand  our  anger 
and  understand  our  intent  of  trying  to  make  this  a 
better  Commonwealth  for  everybody.   Thank  you  very. 


much  . 


SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Thank  you  very  much. 


Are  there  any  questions?   Let  me  just  take  one  quick 
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1  minute,  if  I  may,  because  obviously  you  and  I  are 

2  not  going  to  see  eye  to  eye  on  this  issue,  and  I 

3  think  there  is  a  lot  more  about  this  than  1200  calls 

4  or  800  calls,  or  whatever.   But  so  much  of  what  you 

5  say  really  needs  to  be  discussed  in  a  format  where 

6  we  can  compare  our  research,  because  there  are 

7  others  who  have  done  a  lot  of  research  as  well.   And 

8  I  just  want  to  comment  very  briefly  on  two  points. 

9  The  first  is  that  in  the  discussion  today, 

10  we  have  heard  so  far  a  lot  about  the  fact  that  there 

11  are  only  eight  or  ten  other  states,  or  42  states,  is 

12  the  way  you  put  it,  that  have  a  part-time 

13  legislature.   That  means  that  eight  states  or  so 

14  have  a  full-time  legislature.   If  you  look  at  the 

15  list  of  the  states  that  have  full-time  legislatures, 

16  you  will  see,  to  no  surprise,  that  they  are 

17  virtually  all  industrial  states.   Massachusetts  is 

18  an  urban,  industrial,  high-tech  state. 

19  If  the  states  that  we  compete  with  in  this 

20  country,  economically  and  in  terms  of  economic 

21  development  and  in  so  many  other  ways,  are 

22  industrial  states  and  they  have  full-time  state 

23  legislatures,  then  it  should  come  as  no  surprise 

24  that  we  might  have  a  full-time  legislature  as  well. 
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MS.  ANDERSON:   Yes.   We  did  look  at  that, 
Mr.  Chairman. 

SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   In  fact,  if  you  look  at 
the  trends  of  what  is  happening  in  the  country  right 
now,  you  will  see  that  in  fact  more  and  more 
legislatures  are  in  fact  meeting  for  longer  and 
longer  periods  of  time.   And  as  the  federal 
government  continues  to  cut  back  and  continues  to 
throw  challenges  to  the  states,  the  evidence  is 
absolutely  clear  that  there  will  be  more  and  more 
legislatures  that  will  become  full-time  or  at  least 
close  to  full-time.   They  will  become  staff 
legislatures . 

As  you  know,  a  significant  number  of 
legislatures  have  no  staff.   The  members  come  in, 
they  vote  for  two  months,  and  they  go,  as  you  point 
out.   But  you  are  going  to  see,  and  all  of  the 
empirical,  independent,  non - pol i t i cally  biased 
research  shows,  that  that  is  the  trend.   We  are 
moving  toward  full-time  legislatures,  and  in  states 
that  are  not  urban  states. 

I  would  comment  on  only  one  other  thing, 
although  there  is  so  much  more  that  I  would  like  to 
comment  on,  but  we  want  to  hear  from  the  public, 
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spend  some  time  hearing  from  the  public  today,  and 
that  is,  that  you  criticize  the  so-called  Rowe 
Commission  for  having  essentially  run  what  you 
considered  to  be  a  scam  or  a  sham  of  a  process. 
Well,  under  the  state  statutes  the  governor  has  the 
authority,  and  in  fact  is  directed  from  time  to  time 
on  a  specific  schedule,  to  convene  a  pay  raise 


commiss ion 


And  any  governor  can  do  that,  and  in 


fact  that  had  been  done  in  prior  years 


Those  studies 


and  I  have  read  those 


studies  when  those  commissions  have  been  convened  -- 
were  extremely  exhaustive  studies.   They  fulfilled 
the  kinds  of  description  that  you  put  forward  this 
morning  as  being  what  should  be  an  appropriate  level 
of  research  and  study.   And  yet  when  those 
commissions  came  out  with  pay  raise  proposals  --  and 
the  one  I  recall  most  specifically  was  in  either  the 
very  late  '80s  or  very  early  '90s  at  which  time  they 
recommended,  at  that  time,  a  $55,000  salary  for 
legislators,  and  this  was  an  independent  body, 
primarily  business  people  in  the  Commonwealth,  very 
well  respected  names,  people  who  went  out,  they  did 
the  homework  that  you  suggested  would  be 
appropriate.   They,  seven  or  eight  years  ago,  said 
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$55,000,  not  today,  seven  or  eight  years  ago, 
$55,000  was  the  appropriate  salary,  and  the 
legislature  voted  for  a  substantially  smaller 
increase.   And  what  happened?   Surprise,  surprise,  a 
group  of  outraged  citizens  went  to  the  ballot  and 
repealed  the  pay  raise  and  again  said  that  it  was 
done  in  a  way  that  is  unacceptable  to  the  citizens. 

I,  for  one,  believe  that  there  is  a  core  of 
people  in  this  Commonwealth  and  in  this  country  who 
will  not  accept  any  process  as  being  an  appropriate 
process  for  establishing  legislative  pay.   And  in 
fact,  Mr.  Ford  indicated  that  he  thought  the 
methodology  that  was  appropriate  was  able  to  have  a 
built-in  cost  of  living  that  is  consistent  with  what 
happened  to  the  rest  of  the  citizens  of  the 
Commonwealth,  and,  surprise,  surprise,  the  repeal 
effort,  the  last  repeal  effort,  one  of  the  things 
that  we  lost  was  the  exact  provision  that  Mr.  Ford 
indicates  is  the  provision  that  we  ought  to  have  -  - 


MS.  ANDERSON:   That's  not  accurate,  Mr. 


Chairman 


SENATOR  ROSENBERG 


which  was  a  cost  of 


living  --  I  don't  know  the  exact  cost  of  living. 

MS.  ANDERSON:   I  do.   It  was  tied  in  with 
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state  workers'  pay 


SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   There  was  a  cost  of 
living  factor  built  in. 

MS.  ANDERSON:   He  did  not  support  that.   He 
supports  a  calculation  which  --  it  is  tying  the 
state  workers'  pay  that  you  negotiate  on. 

SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   I  will  yield  on  that 
detail  because  I  don't  have  it  in  front  of  me  to 
verify  either.   But  the  big  point  -- 

MS.  ANDERSON:   I  do,  if  you  need 
verification,  Mr.  Chairman. 

SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   The  big  point  is  that 
we  did  it  the  way  you  said  we  ought  to  have  done 


it 


MS.  ANDERSON:   You  most  certainly  did  not 
SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Excuse  me. 


MS.  ANDERSON 


Excuse  me.   You  did  not 


SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   May  I  finish? 

MS.  ANDERSON:   Feel  free,  Mr.  Chairman. 

SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Thank  you  for  your 
permission,  boss. 

MS.  ANDERSON:   You're  welcome.   That  was 
the  point  I  was  trying  to  make. 

SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   The  point  I  am  trying 
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to  make,  Barbara,  very  clearly  is  that  you  said  an 
independent  serious  commission  that  does  its 
homework  and  really  looks  at  it  in  depth  is  what  was 
appropriate.   That  was  done  five  or  six  or  seven 
years  ago,  and  they  came  up  at  that  time  with  what 
they  thought  was  the  right  pay  raise,  and  that  pay 
raise  was  also  repealed.   So  that's  the  point  that  I 
would  like  to  leave  with. 

And  I  would  just  finish  by  saying  I  used  to 
serve  on  the  Public  Service  Committee,  so  I  did  my 
homework  on  this  issue  as  a  member  of  that 
committee.   There  has  never  been  an  initiative 
petition  or  pay  cut  put  on  the  ballot  in  any  state 
of  America  that  didn't  pass.   There  has  never  been  a 
pay  cut  on  any  ballot  in  any  state  that  has  not 


passed 


MS.  ANDERSON:   You  mean  a  pay  raise? 
SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Yes,  a  pay  cut. 


A 


repealed  pay  cut.  That  tells  you  that  this  method 
of  resolving  the  issue  is  not  a  reasonable  or  fair 
way  of  dealing  with  the  issue. 

MS.  ANDERSON:   Yes.   Except  the  point  I  am 
making  is  it  wouldn't  have  been  on  the  ballot,  Mr. 
Chairman.   You  are  right,  there  are  citizens  who 
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don't  want  to  pay  you  anything,  or  $100  like  they 
have  in  New  Hampshire.   We  have  several  members  like 
that  ourselves.   But  they  can't  get  the  required 
65,000  signatures--  and  in  fact  we  got  87,000 
signatures  --  to  put  on  the  ballot.   The 
organizations  that  have  the  capability  of  putting 
this  on  the  ballot  would  not  have  done  it  if  you  had 
done  it  in  a  way  that  was  recommended  by  Chip  Ford 
at  the  time  and  which  I  recommended  to  several 
generations  of  leadership  up  here.   It  would  not 
have  been  on  the  ballot  for  the  voters  to  either 
accept  or  reject  because  we  wouldn't  have  gone  to 
all  the  work  to  put  it  on  there  if  it  hadn't  been  a 
reasonable  pay  raise  done  in  a  reasonable  manner. 

The  1987  pay  raise,  which  was  on  the  ballot 
in  1988,  was  for  $37,500.   It  was  done 
retroactively,  which  infuriates  citizens  who  don't 
get  retroactive  pay  raises.   It  was  passed  in  June 
and  went  back  to  January.   Then  the  majority  of  the 
media,  if  not  all  of  the  media,  pointed  out  that  you 
simply  can't  tie  your  pay  raises  into  a  determinant 
that  you  control  by  state  workers'  pay  because  then 
obviously  the  state  budget  would  have  to  go  up  to 
give  them  the  pay  that  you  thought  you  wanted.   And 
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that  was  crazy.   We  never  recommended  that.   The 
determinant  we  have  is  outside  your  control,  outside 
of  your  direct  control  but  of  course  within  your 
indirect  control.   If  the  economy  does  well,  you  get 
an  increase . 

So  while  we  did  it  in  1988,  and  we  did  it 
again  in  1980,  which  was  the  Halloween  pay  raise, 
this  time  we  didn't  want  to  do  it.   We  were  hoping 
you  wouldn't  all  come  out  of  major  campaigns  --  in 
our  case  the  Grad  Tax  campaign  -  -  we  did  not  want  to 
go  to  the  streets  and  get  signatures  in  January  of 
1995.   But  unfortunately,  once  again,  you  did  it. 
It's  as  if  you  sit  down  and  think,  "How  can  we  make 
people  angry?   No.   We  did  that  the  last  time.   What 
can  we  do  this  time  that's  new  that  will  make  people 
angry?"   And  then  you  force  us  to  respond  to  1200 
phone  calls,  which  turned  into  87,000  signatures  of 
registered  voters,  84,000  of  which  were  counted 
after  you  did  the  county  distribution,  and  which 


will  then  mean  that  the  voters  will 


if  it  is  on 


the  ballot,  you  think  that  they  will  repeal  it. 

I  think  it  is  something  we  can  all 
discuss.   We  are  doing  something  more  than  just  a 
pay  raise  here.   But  if  they  do  repeal  it  and  if  you 
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1  are  assuming  they  repeal  it,  doesn't  that  tell  you 

2  something,  because  the  "they"  you  are  talking  about 

3  are  your  constituents,  and  if  they  don't  want  you  to 

4  have  a  55  percent  pay  increase,  then  isn't  the  fact 

5  that  they  are  your  boss,  doesn't  that  have  some 

6  bearing  on  this  case,  Mr.  Chairman? 

7  SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Are  there  any 

8  questions?   Thank  you  very  much. 

9  MS.  ANDERSON:   Thank  you. 

10  SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Mark  Sullivan. 

11  MARK  SULLIVAN:   Good  morning.   My  name  is 

12  Mark  Sullivan.   I  run  the  Community  Action  Agency  in 

13  southeastern  Massachusetts.   There  are  a  couple  of 

14  issues  I  would  like  to  bring  up  concerning  the  short 

15  legislative  session.   One  of  them  is,  when  I  was  a 

16  very  young  man  I  was  a  page  here,  and  I  was  a  page 

17  here  when  Mike  Dukakis  was  a  representative  from 

18  Brookline.   One  of  the  problems  with  Mike  Dukakis 

19  was  that  there  were  8,000  bills  and  he  had  a 

20  position  on  every  bill,  and  I  was  the  guy  who  had  to 

21  go  running  around. 

22  But  the  thing  I  appreciated  more  than 

23  anything  was  Massachusetts  has  a  right  of  free 

24  petition,  and  everybody  in  the  Commonwealth  had  a 
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chance  to  be  heard  before  the  great  General  Court. 
At  least  they  got  a  bill,  they  got  a  hearing.   And  I 
remember  at  the  time  --  I  don't  know  how  many  bills 
there  are  now,  but  I  remember  at  the  time  there  were 
7,000  or  8,000  bills.   And  at  least  it  was  the 
public's  way  to  at  least  have  their  day  in  court. 
When  you  had  that  many  bills,  you've  got  a  short 
session,  you  are  going  to  eliminate  an  awful  lot  of 


that 


Another  point.   I  live  next  to  Rhode 


Island.   We  have  the  Rhode  Island  media.   I  live  in 
a  city  that  borders  Rhode  Island.   And  no  matter  how 
bad  over  the  years  sometimes  I  get  mad  with  the 
Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts,  I  thank  God  I  live 
here  rather  than  the  State  of  Rhode  Island  with 
their  part-time  legislature.   I  also,  as  a  taxpayer, 
I  resent  the  previous  speaker  talking  about  going 
back  to  your  real  job.   I  have  had  the  fortune  of 
dealing  with  elected  officials  from  the  time  I  was  a 
very  young  boy.   I  deal  with  a  lot  of  business 
people.   And  I  would  say  that  on  average  the  elected 
officials  that  I  have  dealt  with  are  a  very 
honorable,  hard-working  group  of  people.   To  turn 
around  and  castigate  them  as  people  who  don't  work 
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and  don't  work  hard  I  think  is  a  sin  against  the 


real i ty 


The  biggest  problem  I  have  -  -  and  I  believe 


the  chairman  brought  it  up  -  -  I  run  19  federally- 
funded  programs.   I  deal  with  over  80,000  people 
between  family  planning  programs,  fuel  assistance 
programs,  weatherizat ion  programs.   I  run  all  those 
programs  in  southeastern  Mass.   All  those  programs 
are  getting  bl ock -  rented ,  just  about  all  of  them. 
The  state  does  not  have  a  mechanism  to  make  sure 
these  programs  keep  working.   The  legislature  is 
responsible  to  make  sure  that  happens.   How  am  I 
going  to  do  what  I  am  supposed  to  do  with  a 
part-time  legislature? 

I  really  don't  feel  like  dealing 
exclusively  with  the  executive  office  on  how 
everything  is  going  to  be  cut  because  I  am  the 
antithesis  of  the  "Contract  with  America"  and  the 
people  I  represent  are  the  antithesis  of  that.   And 
to  turn  around  and  put  their  lives  in  the  hands  of  a 
bunch  of  bureaucrats  that  don't  know  anything  --  at 
least  elected  officials  have  to  see  and  look  at 
their  constituents  at  all  times. 

It  was  brought  up  that  Ed  Lambert,  who  was 
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1  the  mayor  of  my  city,  there  were  eight  or  nine 

2  people  running  for  his  job.   I  think  that's  great. 

3  I  think  the  job  ought  to  be  paid  $100,000.   You  will 

4  get  a  hell  of  a  lot  more  than  eight  or  nine  people 

5  running  for  it.   You  get  what  you  pay  for  in  life. 

6  Do  I  agree  with  all  my  legislative 

7  colleagues?   No,  because  I  represent  a  constituency, 

8  and  I  try  to  do  it  well.   They  have  to  represent  a 

9  much  bigger  constituency  than  I  do.   But  at  least 

10  when  I  am  there,  I  get  a  fair  hearing.   It  is  on  a 

11  constant  basis,  it  is  on  an  evolving  basis.   And  to 

12  turn  around  and  say  that  we  can  do  the  people's  work 

13  in  an  industrial  state,  as  was  pointed  out,  in  a 

14  six-month  period  of  time,  I  think  it  is  absurd  and 

15  it  flies  in  the  face  of  common  sense.   That's  all  I 

16  have  to  say. 

17  SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Thank  you  very  much. 

18  Any  questions?   Thank  you,  sir. 

19  MR.  SULLIVAN:   Thank  you. 

20  SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   I  appreciate  your 

21  coming  to  the  hearing. 

22  The  next  proponent  is  Anne  Hilbert.   Anne? 

23  Sheldon  Price. 

24  SHELDON  PRICE:   My  name  is  Sheldon  Price. 
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I  live  out  in  Newton,  and  I  am  affiliated  with  both 
CPR  and  CLT.   For  the  record,  I  do  approve  of  this 
petition  and  would  like  it  enacted  into  law.   I 
heard  Mr.  Ford's  comments  when  he  began,  and  that 
pretty  much  literally  says  it  all.   All  the  logic, 
all  the  reasoning  just  folds  right  into  that. 

Now,  another  thing  I  would  also  like  to  say 
for  the  record,  the  median  family  income  figures, 
that's  Table  H-5  that  you  can  obtain  from  the  U.S. 
Census  Department  of  Income  Statistics.   Their  phone 
number  is  3  01-763-8576.   I  just  want  to  have  that  as 
part  on  the  record. 

Pretty  much  any  objection  that  has  been 
raised  to  this  petition  comes  down  to  being  answered 
by  "42  other  states  don't  seem  to  have  that  kind  of 
a  problem."   From  the  research  that  we  have  done,  I 
believe  Texas  has  a  biannual  legislature.   It  meets 
for  140  calendar  days,  pays  around  $7200  a  year  and 
gets  through  about  three  times  the  bills  we  do  in 
this  state.   Maybe  they  do  something  right. 

You  raised  earlier  the  question  about  past 
pay  raises  and  how  they  have  always  been  opposed. 
Well,  one  of  the  things  that  has  to  be  considered  is 
the  way  they  were  passed.   Attach  a  judges'  pay 
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raise  bill  so  they  can't  be  put  on  the  ballot; 
passed  it  midnight  on  Halloween;  made  into  an 
appropriation  bill  so  they  can't  be  repealed 
directly  or  tried  to  be  repealed  directly.   Always, 
it  seems,  after  an  election,  never  before,  never  a 
word  spoken  before  an  election.   It  might  be 
worthwhile  to  see  what  happens  if  you  just  try 
straight  up  before  an  election,  see  if  you  get  a 
great  outrage  at  that  point.   And  thank  you  for 
giving  me  a  chance  to  talk. 

SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Thank  you  for  your 
testimony.   Any  questions  from  the  panel? 

Thank  you . 

Senate  President  Birmingham,  did  you  want 
to  testify? 

SENATOR  BIRMINGHAM:   Thank  you,  Mr. 
Chairman,  thank  you,  members  of  the  committee,  for 
taking  me  out  of  order.   I  tell  you  it  is  a  pleasure 
to  be  on  this  side  of  the  podium  on  this  type  of 
issue.   And  I  hadn't  intended  to  appear  on  this  side 
of  the  podium  either,  but  thanks  to  the  new  open 
ways  in  which  we  conduct  business  in  the 
Massachusetts  legislature  today,  I  had  the  advantage 
of  watching  Barbara  Anderson  on  television  and  I  was 
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1  interested,  to  put  it  mildly,  in  her  testimony  and 

2  in  the  rationales  she  set  forth  in  support  of  the 

3  proponents'  position. 

4  First,  let  me  begin  with  an  admission.   It 

5  is  awkward  to  the  point  of  being  unseemly  for  us  to 

6  vote  on  our  own  pay  raise,  especially  in  a  time  of 

7  economic  insecurity  when  virtually  none  of  our 

8  constituents  can  set  their  own  wages.   It  is  hard 

9  not  to  appear  self-serving  or  even  venal  in  terms  of 

10  supporting  the  pay  raise  for  ourselves.   But  as 

11  discomforting  as  it  might  be,  it  is  not  wrong.   And 

12  notwithstanding  Ms.  Anderson's  comments,  the  fact  of 

13  the  matter  is  that  this  is  not  a  privilege  we  have 

14  arrogated  to  ourselves.   This  is  a  constitutional 

15  obligation  which  is  imposed  upon  us.   We  vote  on  our 

16  own  pay  raises  because  constitutionally  no  one  else 

17  can.   We  are  the  appropriating  body. 

18  In  terms  of  our  appropriating  authority,  it 

19  is  worth  taking  a  look  at  the  fiscal  impact  of  this 

20  proposal,  because  the  total  appropriation  for  200 

21  legislators'  pay  represents  six  one  -  hundredths  of 

22  one  percent  of  the  entire  budget  of  the 

23  Commonwealth,  six  one  -  hundredths  of  one  percent  of 

24  the  entire  budget.   So  to  call  this  proposal 
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1  penny-wise  and  pound- fool ish  is  to  grant  an 

2  unwarranted  compliment,  and  it  reveals  that  there  is 

3  no  fiscal  rationale  for  this  proposal  whatsoever. 

4  So  I  wondered,  and  I  confess  to  having 

5  thought  evil  thoughts  as  to  what  the  real  motivation 

6  was.   Was  it  mean-spirited,  was  it  punitive?   But  we 

7  have  learned  from  Barbara  Anderson  something  quite 

8  extraordinary.   The  real  purpose  of  this  proposal  is 

9  to  make  an  end-run  on  the  state  constitution.   Ms. 

10  Anderson  came  before  you  and  explicitly  told  you  of 

11  her  frustration,  the  fact  that  she  couldn't  win  this 

12  constitutionally,  she  couldn't  achieve  a  six-month 

13  session  constitutionally. 

14  For  Ms.  Anderson  it  appears  that  the 

15  constitution,  which  is  our  defining  document  which 

16  establishes  the  balance  of  power  and  the  separation 

17  of  power  between  three  coequal  branches  of 

18  government,  is  merely  an  inconvenience.   And  because 

19  she  hasn't  been  able  to  effectuate  a  constitutional 

20  change  through  the  appropriate  procedures,  she  would 

21  have  us  do  an  end-run  on  the  constitution  and 

22  statutorily  change  the  balance  of  power  by  creating 

23  a  six-month  session  which  she  has  failed  to  do 

24  constitutionally.   And  it  is  not  simply  because  of 
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legislative  intransigence. 


2  In  1981  there  was  an  effort  to  have  on  the 

3  ballot  a  six-month  session  initiative,  a  referendum 

4  proposal  which  would  have  limited  our  sessions  to 

5  six  months.   The  proponents  didn't  get  the  requisite 

6  number  of  signatures,  and  I  am  sure  that  that  was 

7  frustrating  to  them,  but  there  is  a  procedure  to 

8  change  the  constitutional  balance  of  power  in  our 

9  state,  and  Ms.  Anderson  has  come  before  you  and  told 

10  you  she  can't  win  through  that  procedure,  that  the 

11  constitutional  procedures  are  too  cumbersome. 

12  It  is  no  secret  that  we  are  contemplating  a 

13  legal  challenge  to  this  initiative,  and  it  is  based 

14  in  part  on  the  notion  that  we  have  a  constitutional 

15  separation  of  power  which  is  endangered  by  this 

16  petition.   The  conflict  would  be  much  more  obvious 

17  if  the  proponents  were  more  ingenuous  and  simply 

18  asked  us  to  be  limited  to  a  one-month  or  one-week  or 

19  one-day  session.   Under  those  circumstances,  nobody 

20  could  pretend  that  we  are  a  coequal  branch  of 

21  government.   But  I  think  it  may  well  be  that  Ms. 

22  Anderson's  testimony  provides  very  useful  fodder  for 

23  what  I  anticipate  might  be  our  legal  challenge, 

24  because  she  has  come  before  you  and  said,  "The 
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1  reason  we  are  doing  this  initiative  petition,  the 

2  reason  we  are  changing  this  statute  is  because  we 

3  haven't  been  able  to  change  the  constitution." 

4  I  am  very  happy  that  we  have  a  stenographic 

5  record  of  the  remarks  that  are  being  made  today 

6  because  I  think  Ms.  Anderson,  by  her  own  words,  has 

7  revealed  this  petition  to  be  a  pretextual  subterfuge 

8  to  circumvent  the  strictures  of  the  constitution. 

9  Aside  from  the  desire  to  shift  the  balance 

10  of  power  between  the  legislature  and  the  executive 

11  and  the  unelected  bureaucrats,  I  might  add,  the 

12  notion  that  $23,000  is  reasonable  does  not  withstand 

13  any  scrutiny.   In  my  professional  incarnation,  I  am 

14  a  labor  lawyer.   I  have  never  known  of  any  sector  in 

15  the  economy  that  had  gone  as  we  had  for  11  years 

16  without  a  pay  raise.   In  1994,  unless  we  forget,  on 

17  legislation  filed  by  the  governor,  we  increased  our 

18  salary  from  $30,000  to  $46,000,  which  was  really 

19  nothing  more  than  a  cost  of  living  adjustment  from 

20  our  last  pay  raise  11  years  prior. 

21  In  terms  of  our  responsibilities,  $46,000 

22  is  manifestly  too  low.   We  write  collectively  a  $17 

23  billion  budget.   We  pass  laws  which  affect  all  of 

24  the  citizens  of  the  Commonwealth,  including  such 
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highly  controversial  matters  as  the  death  penalty, 
abortion,  what  have  you.   In  terms  of  our 
responsibilities,  $46,000  is  manifestly  too  low. 
However,  I  think  it  is  probably  close  to  the  right 
number.   The  median  income  in  the  Commonwealth  for  a 
family  of  four  is  $52,000,  and  I  think  there  is  much 
to  recommend  a  level  of  remuneration  for  legislators 
which  is  approximate  to  that  of  the  average  citizen 
in  the  Commonwealth  so  that  we  do  not  become 
untethered  from  the  realities  of  day-to-day 
existence  that  all  of  our  constituents  have  to  deal 


with . 


But  to  coin  a  phrase,  $23,000  goes  too 


far.   No  one  should  go  into  politics  to  get  rich, 
but  in  a  democracy  the  rich  shouldn't  be  the  only 
ones  who  can  get  into  politics.   Surely  the 
Huffingtons  and  the  Fords  and  the  Romneys  --  and 
revealingly,  Mitt  is  a  major  contributor  to  this 
initiative  --  folks  such  as  those,  they  can  live 
without  inhibition  with  a  $23,000  salary  or  no 
salary  at  all.   I  am  a  lawyer.   I  could  easily 
bifurcate  my  schedule  into  a  professional  and  a 
legislative  one.   So  I'm  not  whining  about  my 
personal  circumstances.   But  aside  from  people  like 
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lawyers  or  insurance  agents  or  the  independently- 
wealthy,  the  Mitt  Romneys ,  contributors  to  this 
campaign,  who  are  we  going  to  get  for  $23,000  a 


year? 


I  know  they  tried  a  sleight  of  hand  that 


$23,000  doesn't  really  represent  a  pay  cut  because 
it  is  only  for  half  a  year  of  service.   Too  many  of 
our  constituents  survive  on  part-time  jobs,  but 
seasonal  employment  is  a  non-starter  in  this 
economy,  as  the  testimony,  I  believe,  of  Mrs. 
Brotchie  demonstrated.   I  may  be  mispronouncing  her 
name.   But  here  we  have  a  single  mother  earning 
something  in  the  range  of  $40,000,  working  in  a 
middle  management  level  for  NYNEX .   I  would  have 
thought  she  was  the  type  of  citizen  that  one  would 
want  to  encourage  to  run  for  the  legislature.   But 
her  experience  is  typical. 

In  this  economy  it  is  completely 
unrealistic  to  think  that  a  factory  worker,  clerical 
employee,  a  school  teacher  could  bifurcate  their 
employment  calendar  into  six-month  segments.   It 
just  isn't  going  to  happen.   This  is  a  bill  that 
will  be  beneficial  to  lawyers,  it  will  be  beneficial 
to  those  who  are  independently  wealthy.   But  as  I 
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indicated  before,  I  think  in  a  democracy  no  one 
should  get  into  politics  to  get  rich,  but  you  can't 
have  a  system  where  only  the  rich  can  get  into 
politics.   Although  this  is  a  superficially  popular 
bill,  I  think  it  represents  a  form  of  social 
cannibalization,  and  we  shouldn't  readily  flagellate 
ourselves . 

This  is  an  awkward  position  for  all  of  us 
to  be  in,  but  ultimately  you  do  get  what  you  pay 
for.   And  if  we  reduce  our  salary  levels  to  rates 
where  we  would  be  entitled,  our  kids  would  be 
entitled  to  free  school  lunches,  free  school 
breakfasts,  with  free  medical  care,  if  we  are 
willing  to  engage  in  that  type  of  statement  as  to 
what  our  worth  is  as  legislators,  we  are  also  saying 
something  about  what  the  importance  of  government  is 
in  our  society.   I  would  urge  you  to  resist  this 
superficially  popular  petition  and  to  give  it  the 
unfavorable  report  I  believe  it  richly  deserves. 
Thank  you  for  your  attention. 

SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Thank  you,  Mr. 
President.   Any  questions  for  the  President? 


REPRESENTATIVE  FINNERAN:   How  are  you 


doing? 
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SENATOR  BIRMINGHAM:   You  tell  me. 

SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Thank  you  very  much, 
Mr .  President . 

Christine  --  excuse  me.   We  need  to  go  to 
this  other  sheet.   Is  Norman  Paley  here?   Have  I 
pronounced  your  name  correctly? 

NORMAN  PALEY:   Yes.   I  am  Norman  Paley.   I 
am  from  Scituate,  Massachusetts.   I  would  like  to 
come  to  you  and  speak  to  you  today  as  a  petitioner 
for  this  petition.   I  have  literally,  in  the  time 
that  the  petition  was  going  on,  spoken  to  at  least 
4000  or  5000  people,  and  I  would  like  to  represent 
that  view  that  I  got  from  them,  because  this  is  a 
people's  petition. 

The  people  give  you  tax  money  voluntarily 
to  spend  in  their  interest,  and  in  this  instance  the 
people  have  decided  that  the  way  you  have  spent  that 
money  with  the  pay  raise  that  you  took  and  the  way 
you  took  it  for  the  amount  of  work  that  you  did  was 
not  in  their  own  best  interest.   They  signed  the 
petition  to  bring  that  notice  to  you  and  have  set  up 
a  system  in  this  petition  as  to  how  your  pay  should 
be  spent.   They  consider  you  are  spending  their 
money  as  their  servants.   And  if  you  had  a  higher 
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calling  --  and  I  am  only  reiterating  what  I  heard  -- 
that  a  higher  calling  would  really  require  a  vow  of 
poverty  as  opposed  to  a  regular  pay  raise. 

The  people,  I  think,  have  spoken  in  this 
petition,  and  I  think  they  will  continue  to  speak. 
Thank  you . 

SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Thank  you.   Any 
questions?   Thank  you  very  much. 

Christine  Lopes. 

CHRISTINE  LOPES:  My  name  is  Christine 
Lopes.  I  am  the  Student  Government  Association 
president  at  the  University  of  Massachusetts, 
Amherst.  I  am  also  a  resident  of  Haverhill, 
Massachusetts.  I  haven't  prepared  anything.  I 
wrote  some  notes  because  I  am  a  student,  so  you 
might  have  to  bear  with  me  as  I  put  everything 


together 


First  of  all,  I  would  like  to  put  a 


disclaimer.   I  am  not  representing  big  business.   I 
am  representing  the  16,000  students  that  I  represent 
at  U.  Mass.,  Amherst.   I  am,  however,  representing  a 
special  interest,  and  that  special  interest  is  the 
future  of  my  state,  the  state  that  I  have  lived  in 
and  the  state  I  plan  on  living  in  and  the  state  I 
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1  hope  to  have  a  family  in.   I  am  concerned  because 

2  when  we  start  talking  about  the  Commonwealth,  in 

3  terms  of  having  a  full-time  or  part-time 

4  legislature,  I  think  we  start  talking  about  the 

5  importance  of  the  voice  of  the  Commonwealth.   The 

6  voice  of  our  Commonwealth  and  every  individual's 

7  vote  is  to  have  a  full-time  legislature,  and  I 

8  believe  in  that  fully,  because  I  don't  think  our 

9  citizens  deserve  anything  but  a  full-time 

10  legislature.   And  to  compare  us  to  other  states  is 

11  not  fair  because  we  are  Massachusetts  and  we  are 

12  different  and  for  us  to  be  part  of  the  bandwagon  is 

13  not  acceptable.   We  need  to  be  at  the  forefront  of 

14  things.   We  need  people  to  follow  us.   We  do  not 

15  need  to  follow  people.   I  believe  that  strongly,  and 

16  that's  why  I  stayed  in  Massachusetts.   I  went  to  a 

17  university  in  Massachusetts  because  I  wanted  to  give 

18  back  to  Massachusetts  what  they  could  give  to  me, 

19  and  I  think  the  legislature  should  have  the  same 

20  opportunity. 

21  One  of  the  ways  of  making  the  state 

22  legislature  a  strong  and  active  and  a  loyal  part  of 

23  our  Commonwealth  is  to  pay  them  for  what  they  work. 

24  I  can  understand  having  two  obligations.   As  a 
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1  full-time  undergraduate  student,  I  have  the 

2  obligation  of  my  studies,  of  preparing  to  get  my 

3  bachelor's  in  two  majors,  of  graduating  with  honors, 

4  of  getting  a  job.   I  also  have  the  obligation  of 

5  representing  students  across  this  country,  across 

6  this  state,  in  different  forums,  like  today, 

7  traveling  here  for  two  hours.   I  can't  do  it  all  on 

8  what  I  get.   It  is  very  difficult,  and  I  can  only 

9  imagine  what  it  is  like  for  legislators  to  not  only 

10  work  from  Monday  to  Friday,  nine  to  five.   I  have 

11  seen  legislators  on  the  weekends,  I  have  seen  them 

12  go  to  their  constituents,  I  have  seen  them  go  and 

13  talk  to  people  about  issues  that  are  pertinent  to 

14  them  and  issues  that  are  pertinent  the 

15  constituents.   And  by  giving  them  a  part-time  salary 

16  or  part-time  time  frame  is  not  fair.   It's  not  fair 

17  to  the  legislature  and  it's  not  fair  to  the 

18  Commonwealth. 

19  These  jobs  should  not  be  for  the 

20  privileged.   These  jobs  should  be  for  the  working 

21  class  of  Massachusetts.   The  Commonwealth  was  built 

22  on  the  working  class.   And  if  you  have  someone  who 

23  is  working  in  a  factory  or  someone  who  is  in  the 

24  working  class  who  works  Monday  through  Friday,  nine 
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to  five,  they  can't  adjust  their  schedule  like 
someone  who  owns  a  private  practice,  someone  who  has 
their  own  company.   That's  not  what  this 
Commonwealth  should  be  about.   This  Commonwealth 
should  be  about  everybody  having  an  opportunity  to 
come  into  the  legislature  and  doing  it  as  a 
full-time  job,  not  giving  them  50  percent  but  giving 
the  Commonwealth  110  percent,  because  that's  what 
they  deserve.   That's  what  I  deserve.   That's  what 
the  future  of  our  commonwealth  deserves. 

And  people  that  say  that  the  legislature  is 
unimportant  or  that  they  are  not  doing  a  good  job  is 
not  up  here  enough,  I  am  up  here  at  least  twice  a 
week,  and  I  live  part  of  my  time  in  Amherst.   That's 
a  two-hour  drive.   I  come  and  I  meet  with 
legislators  and  I  talk  to  you.   I  talk  to  my 


constituents 


I  talk  to  the  people  in  the 


Commonwealth.   I  get  letters  from  doctors  across  the 
state  telling  me  that  they  like  what  I  do.   When 
they  see  my  name  in  the  paper  advocating  on  behalf 
of  students,  they  write  to  me  and  say  they  are 
thankful  that  I  am  doing  something,  that  I  am  making 
it  known  that  students  in  this  Commonwealth  need  a 
voice,  the  legislature  needs  a  voice,  and,  most 
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1  important,  the  people  of  this  Commonwealth  need  a 

2  voice.   And  by  making  these  positions  part-time  or 

3  only  paying  them  for  partial  work  is  saying  that  the 

4  people  in  the  Commonwealth  are  only  worth  partial 

5  what  they  deserve.   And  that's  not  right. 

6  And  I  can  say,  someone  earlier  said  that 

7  this  is  not  about  a  gain  or  loss.   I  can't  gain 

8  monetarily  on  this,  but  I  can  gain  in  the  future  of 

9  my  state,  and  I  urge  you  to  do  that,  to  think  about 

10  the  students  that  are  in  the  state,  the  workers  in 

11  the  state  and  the  people  who  depend  on  you  to  make 

12  our  laws  and  to  allocate  the  money  and  to  be  there 

13  as  a  support  system  year-round.   You  don't  see 

14  people  stopping  in  the  summertime.   They  continue 

15  through  the  year. 

16  There  is  no  such  thing  as  part-time  in  the 

17  real  world.   There  is  no  part-time  real  world.   This 

18  is  the  real  world.   And  I  feel  that  I  am  part  of  the 

19  real  world  and  that  you  are  part  of  the  real  world. 

20  And  saying  that  what  you  are  doing  is  not  real  is 

21  not  being  real.   And  we  really  need  to  emphasize  the 

22  importance  of  a  strong  Commonwealth,  of  a  strong 

23  university  and  of  a  strong  dedication  to  people  in 

24  the  state.   And  I  hope  that  you  don't  support 
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this  --  and  I  don't  think  you  do  --  but  that  the 
people  in  the  Commonwealth  also  don't.   They  look  to 


the  future.   They  don't  look  in  other  states' 


you 


know,  don't  look  to  the  next  year.   Look  to  the  next 
ten  years . 

A  student  coming  out  of  U.  Mass.,  if  they 
were  to  see  what  they  could  do  on  $23,000  or  what 
they  could  do  in  a  private  practice  and  they  want  to 
serve  their  state,  they  won't  be  able  to  because 
they  say,  "To  support  my  family,  to  make  a  living,  I 
am  going  to  have  to  do  other  things."   And  that's 
not  fair.   We  should  make  these  jobs  accessible  to 
everybody.   Accessibility  is  a  main  issue. 


I  think  that's  it.   Thank  you  for  listening 


to  me  . 


SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Thank  you  very  much  for 


your  wonderful  testimony.   Any  questions  from  the 
panel?   Thanks  very  much.   I  appreciate  it. 

Alex  Chatfield. 

Treasurer,  I  am  sorry,  I  forgot  that  you 
were  waiting  to  testify.   We  will  take  you  in  a 
couple  of  minutes. 

ALEX  CHATFIELD:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman 
Thanks  to  the  committee  for  this  opportunity  to 
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1  speak.   I  had  not  planned  to  speak  today.   I  am  a 

2  registered  voter  in  Somerville.   I  am  also  a 

3  clinical  social  worker.   I  am  employed  at  a  Chapter 

4  766  approved  school  in  Arlington  as  a  therapist  and 

5  a  case  manager,  but  I  am  here  speaking  today  on  my 

6  own  behalf . 

7  I  am  here  today  because  I  can  still 

8  remember  the  anger  and  sense  of  betrayal  I  felt  a 

9  year  ago  when  the  legislature  passed  the  pay  raise 

10  which  provoked  this  petition.   In  the  last  five 

11  years  my  employer  has  received  no  more  than  a  2  or  3 

12  percent  increase  in  the  rate  that  we  are  paid  to 

13  serve  disabled  and  vulnerable  children.   Other  state 

14  agencies  for  which  you  are  responsible,  which  are 

15  meant  to  serve  children,  are  in  chaos  and  failing  in 

16  these  duties. 

17  Once  this  initiative  passes,  as  I  hope  it 

18  will,  your  base  pay  will  be  comparable  to  mine, 

19  except  that  I  will  be  expected  to  work  ten  months  a 

20  year,  and  that  is  with  a  Master's  degree,  an  LICSW, 

21  and  eight  years  experience  on  the  job.   I  believe  it 

22  was  wrong  for  the  legislature  to  take  the  pay  raise 

23  when  it  did,  in  the  amount  it  did,  and  with  no 

24  regard  to  the  feelings  of  the  average  citizen.   In 
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1  fact,  I  believe  this  was  an  act  of  greed  and 

2  arrogance.   The  consequence  of  this  act  was  to 

3  measurably  increase  the  cynicism  and  distrust  on  the 

4  part  of  the  public,  and  rightfully  so.   You  have 

5  brought  this  petition  upon  yourselves.   I  fervently 

6  hope  that  the  people  of  the  Commonwealth  pass  the 

7  petition  before  them  this  fall. 

8  SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Any  questions?   Thank 

9  you  very  much. 

10  Treasurer  Malone. 

11  MR.  MALONE:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for 

12  this  opportunity.   Although  my  remarks  probably  will 

13  not  endear  me  to  many,  I  do  feel  very,  very  strongly 

14  about  this  issue  and  did  want  to  testify  today. 

15  This  is  an  issue  that  I  supported  in  1987 

16  when  it  last  came  up,  that  is,  the  six-month 

17  session.   And  I  supported  it  then,  not  because  of 

18  any  particular  members  of  the  legislature  and  what  I 

19  thought  of  them,  but  just  from  an  institutional 

20  standpoint.   I  believe  that  by  having  a  part-time 

21  legislature,  we  will  have  a  more  diverse  group  of 

22  individuals  making  up  the  legislature.   I  think  that 

23  the  kinds  of  experiences  that  they  will  bring  to  the 

24  job  will  be  much  different  than  they  currently  are, 
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1  and  I  think  in  particular  we  would  see  more  women 

2  involved  in  the  legislature  if  we  were  to  go  to  a 

3  part-time  legislature. 

4  I  also  look  around  the  country  and  see  that 

5  the  eight  states  that  do  have  a  triple-A  bond  rating 

6  are  states  that  have  part-time  legislatures.   I  am 

7  not  sure  whether  that  is  just  a  coincidence  or 

8  whether  there  is  some  sort  of  correlation,  but 

9  clearly  I  believe  that  it  would  not  spell  the 

10  management  downfall  of  the  Commonwealth  of 

11  Massachusetts  if  we  were  to  go  to  a  part-time 

12  legislature. 

13  The  other  point  that  I  would  like  to  make 

14  is  that  I  do  think  that  there  would  be  many 

15  opportunities  for  individuals  to  go  from  their 

16  six-month  tenure  in  the  legislature  to  other  fields 

17  of  money-making  endeavor,  and  so  for  those  reasons  I 

18  wanted  to  testify  today,  and  I  appreciate  the 

19  opportunity  to  do  so. 

20  SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Thank  you.   Any 

21  questions?   Senator  Murray. 

22  SENATOR  MURRAY:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

23  Could  you  clarify  for  me,  because  I  am  a  little 

24  insulted,  your  remarks  about  a  part-time  legislature 
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would  be  better  for  women,  more  women  would 
participate.  You  have  some  women  here  that 
participate  who  are  mothers. 

MR.  MALONE:   Absolutely.   And  I  think  that 
more  opportunities  -- 


people? 


SENATOR  MURRAY:   So  we  are  part-time 


MR.  MALONE:   No.   I  am  saying  that  the  type 


of  job,  the  fact  that  there  is  flexibility  from  a 
homemaker's  standpoint,  just  as  there  is  flexibility 
for  an  individual  who  might  be  in  sales,  be  he  man 
or  woman,  or  an  individual  who  might  be  a  small 
business  owner,  all  those  forms  of  employment  lend 
themselves  towards  serving  in  a  part-time 
legislature  as  opposed  to  a  full-time  legislative 


person . 


SENATOR  MURRAY:   I  find  your  remarks 


condescending . 


MR.  MALONE 


I  am  sorry.   I  disagree, 


Senator,  and  I  disagree  strongly,  because  I  know  an 
awful  lot  of  people  in  this  world  who  feel  as  though 
you  have  to  be  a  career  politician  in  order  to 
participate  in  the  Massachusetts  state  legislature. 
And  I  take  offense  to  you  trying  to  spin  this  into 
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1  the  type  of  issue  that  you  are  trying  to  spin  it 

2  into.   I  guess  we  have  a  difference  of  opinion. 

3  SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Senator  Clancy,  and 

4  then  Representative  Gardner. 

5  SENATOR  CLANCY:   Do  you  advocate  a  50 

6  percent  decrease  in  your  pay,  Mr.  Treasurer? 

7  MR.  MALONE :   No.   But  I  didn't  advocate  a 

8  50  percent  increase  in  my  pay  back  in  1994,  and  in 

9  fact  I  didn't  take  the  pay  raise. 

10  SENATOR  CLANCY:   You  don't  advocate  a  50 

11  percent  decrease,  then,  in  your  pay? 

12  MR.  MALONE:   No,  I  don't,  because  it  didn't 

13  get  decreased  by  50  percent. 

14  SENATOR  CLANCY:   A  second  question:   Do  you 

15  advocate  a  six-month  rule  for  the  state  treasurer? 

16  MR.  MALONE:   No.   I  see  the  executive 

17  position  just  as  I  see  it  differently  for  the  state 

18  auditor,  the  attorney  general,  the  governor.   It  is 

19  different  than  a  legislative  position. 

20  SENATOR  CLANCY:   So  you  don't  think,  then, 

21  as  Ms.  Anderson  and  some  of  the  others  indicated, 

22  that  staff  people  would  be  able  to  assume  your  role 

23  and  duties  during  the  course  of  the  year? 

24  MR.  MALONE:   Again,  I  see  the  executive 
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post  as  being  very  different  than  being  one  of  200 
legislators  who  can  make  some  budgetary  decisions 
and  make  some  other  very  important  decisions  but 
then  go  out  to  other  jobs. 

SENATOR  CLANCY:   But  if  in  fact  your 
position  was  reduced  to  six  months,  do  you  think 
staff  could  perform  your  duties? 


MR.  MALONE 


I  do  not.   I  think  the 


circumstances  are  different. 


SENATOR  CLANCY:   Thank  you. 

MR.  MALONE:   It  would  be  difficult. 


SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Representative 


Gardner . 


REPRESENTATIVE  GARDNER:   Thank  you,  Mr. 


Chairman.   I  just  wanted  to  make  a  comment  that  I 
agree  with  Senator  Murray.   I  too  was  offended  by 
your  remarks,  and  I  think  that  they  are  way  off  base 
in  this  state  where  we  increasingly  have  women 
entering  the  work  force,  we  have  fathers  that  are 
home  taking  care  of  the  traditional  homemaker  role. 
I  think  it  is  insulting,  and  it  is  totally 
unnecessary  for  you  to  have  said  that,  and  I  think 
that  this  petition  will  do  nothing  to  encourage 


women 


It  will  make  no  difference  in  the  gender 
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1  equity  that  is  represented  in  this  body. 

2  MR.  MALONE :   I  respectfully  disagree.   I 

3  think  right  now  it  is  somewhat  of  a  homogenous 

4  group,  and  I  think  by  going  to  a  part-time 

5  legislature  we  would  allow  many  individuals  from 

6  different  groups  of  our  society  to  participate  who 

7  haven't  had  the  opportunity  in  the  past  when  the 

8  career  politician  approach  has  been  the  norm. 

9  SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Any  other  questions? 

10  REPRESENTATIVE  CASEY:   Mr.  Treasurer, 

11  thanks  for  coming  in  today,  because  I  know  it  is 

12  difficult  for  you  to  come  before  us  and  to  speak 

13  your  mind. 

14  MR.  MALONE:    If  I  may,  I  do  want  to  stress 

15  that  obviously  this  is  about  ideas  and  not  about 

16  personalities. 

17  REPRESENTATIVE  CLANCY:   Absolutely.   So  I 

18  thank  you  for  shrouding  yourself  in  this  idea  and 

19  coming  before  us.   But  you  have  seen  most  of  us 

20  personally  town  to  town  and  you  know  that  most 

21  legislators  do  treat  this  as  a  full-time  job.   I 

22  don't  think  it  is  a  surprise  to  anybody  in  this  room 

23  that  we  take  this  job  very  seriously.   We  have  seen 

24  you  day  and  night,  not  just  working  in  the  state  but 
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1  also  just  doing  your  job.   I  don't  think  that  our 

2  job  differs  that  much.   But  what  people  are  not  -- 

3  because  you  did  mention  it  opens  a  whole  --  by 

4  having  a  six-month  session,  it  opens  up  a  whole  new 

5  avenue  for  people  of  other  professions  or  other 

6  beliefs  to  participate  in  the  legislature.   But  what 

7  people  are  not  allowed  right  now  to  participate? 

8  MR.  MALONE :   For  example,  small  business 

9  people.   I  think  with  a  year-round  legislature,  it 

10  makes  it  more  difficult  for  them  to  participate. 

11  And,  frankly,  as  someone  who  believes  in  less 

12  government  and  lower  taxes,  maybe  I  have  a  bias 

13  toward  folks  who  can  come  from  worlds  other  than  the 

14  full-time  political  world. 

15  REPRESENTATIVE  CASEY:   But  you  come  from  a 

16  small  business  background  also,  like  most  of  the 

17  legislators,  and  yet  we  were  both  accorded  the 

18  ability  or  the  possibility  of  participating  in 

19  government  and  trying  our  hand.   And  why  does  that 

20  improve  after  six  months?   Particularly  small 

21  business,  you  know  this,  Mr.  Treasurer,  small 

22  business  takes  more  time  out  of  a  person's  schedule 

23  than  big  business. 

24  MR.  MALONE:   I  think  schedules  can  be 
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1  juggled  and  adjusted  and  you  can  have  another  family 

2  member  taking  care  of  the  business  while  you  are  in 

3  here  working  in  the  legislature.   And  the  point  with 

4  regard  to  me  is  --  some  of  us,  I  guess,  are  whacky 

5  enough  to  go  into  this  thing  on  a  full-time  basis. 

6  But  from  my  standpoint,  I  ran  in  a  number  of  races 

7  as  an  operative,  if  you  will,  before  I  ended  up 

8  getting  out  there  as  a  candidate  myself  and 

9  essentially  made  up  my  mind  that  I  was  going  to  give 

10  up  a  private  life  in  business  for  a  full-time  life 

11  in  politics,  so  I  no  longer  consider  myself  as 

12  someone  who  is  part  business  person  and  part 

13  government  person. 

14  REPRESENTATIVE  CASEY:   Last  question,  Mr. 

15  Chairman,  just  with  your  indulgence.   As  a  part-time 

16  treasurer,  other  than  constitutional  questions,  as  a 

17  part-time  treasurer  would  you  still  have  been  able 

18  to  maintain  your  small  business,  Mr.  Treasurer? 

19  MR.  MALONE :    No. 

20  REPRESENTATIVE  CASEY:   That's  my  point. 

21  MR.  MALONE:   But  we  manage  $15  billion  of 

22  pension  funds.   We  run  a  lottery  which  is 

23  essentially  a  rank  No.  250  and  a  Fortune  500  list, 

24  if  it  was  a  private  company.   So  I  do  think  the 
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1  responsibilities  between  the  executive  positions  and 

2  the  legislative  positions  are  very  different.   And 

3  again  it's  been  proven  in  42  other  states  that 

4  legislators  can  be  part-time  and  still  succeed  and 

5  still  bring  about  tremendous  value  for  their 

6  respective  states. 

7  REPRESENTATIVE  GAUCH :   Thank  you  for  coming 

8  this  morning,  Mr.  Treasurer. 

9  MR.  MALONE :   My  pleasure. 

10  REPRESENTATIVE  GAUCH:    I  was  kind  of 

11  intrigued  by  your  statement  on  the  bond  rating  on 

12  those  states  that  have  part-time  legislatures.   And 

13  it  is  kind  of  intriguing  to  me.   Could  that  be 

14  because  of  the  infrastructure,  the  older  states  with 

15  a  lot  of  people,  lot  of  social  programs,  that  don't 

16  have  a  chance  to  have  a  better  bond  rating?   Do  you 

17  have  any  evidence  or  backup  for  exactly  what  you  are 

18  saying  on  this? 

19  MR.  MALONE:   I  am  not  sure  if  I  fully  -- 

20  REPRESENTATIVE  GAUCH:    I  think  the 

21  connotation  was  that  those  states  with  part-time 

22  legislatures  have  better  bond  ratings. 

23  MR.  MALONE:   I  think  I  qualified  it  by 

24  saying  I  didn't  think  that  was  the  only  criteria. 
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1  But  clearly,  this  idea  of  the  walls  of  the  state 

2  would  come  tumbling  down  because  we  were  part-time, 

3  I  don't  see  that  as  reality. 

4  REPRESENTATIVE  GAUCH :    Is  there  any 

5  evidence  that  proves  that  that  has  anything  to  do 

6  with  what  we  are  talking  about  today? 

7  MR.  MALONE :   Again,  it  is  a  way  in  which  to 

8  answer  some  of  the  concerns  that  exist,  that  by 

9  going  to  a  part-time  legislature  it  is  difficult  to 

10  manage  the  business  of  the  state.   I  think  you  can 

11  have  a  part-time  legislature  and  still  manage  the 

12  business  of  the  state. 

13  REPRESENTATIVE  GAUCH:   But  I  think  my 

14  question  is,  the  bond  rating  reflects  more  than 

15  that.   Now,  doesn't  it  reflect  the  social  programs, 

16  the  older  infrastructure  in  some  of  the  states  that 

17  may  have  the  different  ratings? 

18  MR.  MALONE:   I  think  every  state  has  its 

19  unique  challenges,  and  meeting  those  challenges  is 

20  obviously  the  job  of  the  government.   And  some  of 

21  these  states  are  places  like  Maryland  who  --  you 

22  know,  they've  got  their  own  infrastructure 

23  challenges.   Some  of  them  have  difficulties  that  we 

24  don't  have  in  Massachusetts.   So  there  are 
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1  trade-offs.   But  when  all  is  said  and  done,  having  a 

2  part-time  legislature,  in  my  opinion,  certainly 

3  hasn't  led  to  any  fiscal  decay  in  the  situation. 

4  REPRESENTATIVE  GAUCH :   Thank  you. 

5  SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Mr.  Treasurer,  could 

6  you  provide  us  a  list  of  the  bond  ratings  for  the 

7  various  states?   I  would  like  to  follow  up.   I  think 

8  the  Representative  has  a  good  point,  and  I  would 

9  like  to  correlate  the  list  of  the  states  and  their 

10  bond  ratings  with  full-time/part-time  legislatures, 

11  and  then  also  urban  versus  nonurban  states.   I 

12  suspect  that  most  of  the  states  that  you  are 

13  describing  are  not  urban  states,  part-time 

14  legislatures  in  nonurban  states. 

15  MR.  MALONE :   The  triple-A  rated  states  are 

16  Virginia,  Maryland,  North  Carolina,  Georgia,  South 

17  Carolina,  so  I  grant  you  that  they  are  somewhat 

18  different  than  Massachusetts  but,  nevertheless,  they 

19  are  in  the  business  as  legislatures,  balancing 

20  budgets  and  doing  all  of  the  rest  of  the  things  that 

21  we  are  doing.   But  Massachusetts  is  probably  unique 

22  from  the  standpoint  of  every  other  state  in  the 

23  nation  for  that  fact,  and  we  can  find  differences 

24  that  exist  between  us  and  every  one  of  the  other  49 
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states 


testify . 


SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Thank  you  for  coming  to 


Senator  Paul  Tsongas  followed  by  Former 


Superior  Court  Judge  Owen  Todd. 

SENATOR  PAUL  TSONGAS:   Good  morning. 

SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Good  morning. 

SENATOR  TSONGAS:   I  think  the  question 
today  is  really  pretty  obvious  and  the  answer  is 
obvious  as  well.   The  question  is  how  do  you  lash 
back  at  the  legislature  and  express  your  unhappiness 
about  a  pay  raise?   And  the  answer  is,  pass  this 
referendum  and  you  can  just  close  up  shop  and  all  go 
home  and  that's  the  end  of  it,  and  that  may  well 
happen.   If  the  question  is  how  do  you  get  the  best 
possible  legislature  so  you  can  compete  in  a 
Darwinian  economic  order,  it  is  a  very  different 
question,  and  you  get  a  very  different  answer. 

So  for  those  who  come  out  of  this 
experience  with  the  first  question,  you  are  not 
going  to  convince  them  in  terms  of  a  different 
perspective.   But  those  of  us  who  come  out  of  it 
from  the  second  question  obviously  have  a  very 
different  view.   I  was  calculating  the  way  in  this 
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morning,  if  this  passes  and  you  multiply  all  of  your 
salaries  next  year  or  when  it  went  into  effect,  it 
would  be  the  equivalent  of  what  we  paid  Roger 
Clemens.   Some  would  say  that's  fine.   But  the 
question  is,  as  the  Senate  President  pointed  out, 
you  get  what  you  pay  for.   Now,  let  me  raise  three 
specific  issues. 

One,  I  spend  my  life  traveling  this 
country.   I  basically  committed  my  life  to  the 
accumulation  of  Frequent  Flier  miles  and  have  been 
very  good  at  it.   We  are  competing  with  every  other 
state,  and  a  lot  of  what  we  have  other  states  want. 
Fidelity  is  your  most  recent  example.   A  lot  of  the 
economic  base  here  is  coveted  by  other  states,  and 
they  are  beginning  to  figure  out  how  to  begin  to 
encroach  on  that  economic  base,  which  means  we  have 
to  have  a  legislature  that  is  fast  enough  and  nimble 
enough  and  experienced  enough  to  stay  ahead  of  the 
ball  game.   You  are  not  going  to  get  that  with 


$23,000. 


The  second  point  I  would  make  is  that  at 


$23,000,  who  are  you  excluding?   You  are  not  going 
to  exclude  the  rich.   Steve  Forbes  pointed  it  out  in 
great  detail  north  of  here.   You  are  not  going  to 
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exclude  lawyers.   And  the  last  thing  this  world 
needs  is  more  lawyers.   You  are  not  going  to  exclude 
young  people  with  no  life  experience.   You  are  going 
to  exclude  a  particular  kind  of  person,  which  is 
those  that  have  sort  of  arrived  at  enough  life 
experience  to  have  something  to  say  but  who  have 
kids  and  they  have  to  worry  about  their  education, 
and  those  people  are  going  to  leave  or  not  run  at 
all.   So  the  core  of  the  stability  of  a  society  is 
going  to  be  ruled  out.   So  why  is  that  good? 

If  this  passes,  people  are  going  to  feel 
wonderful  for  about  eight  hours.   Then  they  can  live 
with  the  consequences  after  that.   So  when  we 
compete  with  other  states,  when  you  exclude  the  kind 
of  people  you  would  like  to  have  in  government,  then 
you  pay  the  price  over  the  long-term. 

The  final  point  I  would  make,  it  is  rather 
ironic,  when  I  think  of  $23,000,  that  when  I  served 
in  the  Congress  there  were  people  at  our  level  of 
income  who  left  because  the  kids  were  getting  to 
college  age  and  had  no  choice,  because  they  felt 
their  obligation  to  their  family  preceded  their 
obligation  to  public  service.   And  the  same  exists 
here  . 
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I  understand  the  anger  and  it  wasn't  the 
cleanest  way  of  doing  this,  and  it  was  in  fact 
inappropriate.   But  that's  not  the  question.   The 
question  is,  how  do  you  maximize  the  quality  of  the 
legislature?   And  if  that's  the  question,  the 
answer,  I  think,  is  pretty  obvious.   And  I  think 
those  of  us  who  have  a  vested  interest  as  citizens 


in  the  quality  of  this  state's  economy 


that ' s 


what  I  have  spent  my  life  on  --  have  to  stand  up  and 
say  beyond  the  easy  attractiveness  of  this  petition, 
the  large  economic  structure  demands  that  the  salary 
be  commensurate  at  a  level  that  attracts  the  kind  of 
quality  people  you  need  to  compete. 

The  old  days  are  over.   Every  state  in  this 
union  is  competing  with  us.   Other  countries  are 
competing  with  us.   You've  got  to  recognize  that  and 
deal  with  it  accordingly.   So  it  is  a  very  difficult 
dilemma  you  are  in.   The  Senate  president  expressed 
his  discomfort.   If  it  makes  you  feel  any  better, 
voting  for  a  pay  raise  in  the  United  States  Senate 
is  the  same  as  voting  for  it  here.   You  would  not 
believe  the  rubbery  legs. 

And  I  remember  that  I  just  got  to  the 
Senate  so  I  did  not  feel  I  could  vote  for  it, 
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figured  let  the  old-timers  who  have  been  there  for  a 
while  take  the  heat.   So  I  voted  against  it.   But 
there  was  a  discussion,  and  Chris  Dodd,  who  was 
there,  and  Clayborn  Pell  was  the  wealthiest  member 
of  the  Senate,  and  everyone  presumed  that  those  of 
great  wealth  would  understand  that  working  senators 
who  had  kids  have  a  different  perspective.   Clayborn 
voted  against  the  pay  raise,  to  everybody's  shock. 
And  Chris  Dodd  walked  up  to  him  and  said,  "Clayborn, 
I  have  only  one  request."   Clayborn  said,  "What  is 
that?"   Chris  said,  "I  would  like  you  to  adopt  me." 
The  way  out  of  all  this  is  Clayborn  can  vote  no  and 
not  take  any  heat.   He  could  adopt  the  rest  of  us 
and  we  would  be  able  to  afford.   Unless  somebody  has 
an  idea  like  this,  I  would  suggest  we  vote  this  down 
and  go  on  with  the  business  of  the  legislature. 

SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Thank  you,  Senator. 
Any  questions?   Thank  you  very  much. 

REPRESENTATIVE  CASEY:   Again,  Senator,  I 
would  like  to  thank  you  for  coming  here  and  I  would 
like  to  appeal  to  your  vast  knowledge,  particularly 
of  small  business  and  start-ups.   Everyone  does 
realize  your  history  and  background  with  just 
business,  certainly  in  Massachusetts  and  throughout 
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this  nation.   And  to  your  knowledge,  when  a  person 
does  have  a  start-up  or  a  small  business,  is  there 
usually  a  time  allotted,  maybe  of  six  months,  that 
person  can  afford  to  spend  in  another  occupation? 
We  just  had  a  previous  speaker  mention  that  this 
opportunity  for  six-month  legislature  would  open  up 
new  opportunities  for  start-ups,  small  business, 
people  who  aren't  even  thinking  of  joining  a 
legislature.   I  take  difference  to  that.   But  upon 
reflection  --  maybe  I  can  appeal  to  your  sense  of 
historical  knowledge  -  -  are  there  many  companies  and 
small  businesses  that  can  afford  to  have  their 
executives  or  their  members  take  six  months  off  to 
join  the  legislature? 

SENATOR  TSONGAS:   Absolutely.   Treasurer 
Malone,  I  think,  is  perfectly  right.   I  think  there 
are  people  who  sell  ice  cream  during  the  summer  who 
cannot  sell  it  during  the  winter.   So  if  you  could 
just  accommodate  the  schedule  for  ice  cream  vendors, 
there  is  probably  a  few  hundred  that  can  add  to  the 
pool  that  you  can  appeal  to.   When  I  was  listening  . 
to  him,  I  was  thinking  I  live  in  Massachusetts,  he 
lives  in  Massachusetts,  but  we  don't  live  in  the 
same  state . 
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1  The  fact  is,  if  you  are  a  small  business 

2  person  struggling  to  survive,  the  idea  you  could 

3  take  six  months  off  is  ludicrous.   I  have  served  on 

4  three  boards  that  went  bankrupt,  small  businesses, 

5  start-ups.   These  people  can't  get  enough  time  to  go 

6  to  church  or  have  dinner  with  their  kids.   The  idea 

7  you  could  take  six  --  well,  it  is  ludicrous  on  its 

8  face  and  how  somebody  could  seriously  raise  it  and 

9  expect  it  to  be  taken  seriously,  who  calls  himself  a 

10  Republican,  because  after  last  night  who  knows  what 

11  a  Republican  is?   So  we'll  let  it  go.   But  that  is 

12  contrary  to  the  life  experience.   I  have  given  you 

13  the  ice  cream  vendor.   Maybe  a  hockey  coach  who 

14  could  switch  every  other  year  and  do  the  season 

15  during  the  summer  or  do  the  legislatures  during  the 

16  summer  so  they  could  coach  hockey.   In  the  winter,  I 

17  am  sure,  given  the  talent  up  there,  you  could  figure 

18  out  a  schedule  that  would  accommodate  the  ice  cream 

19  vendors  and  the  hockey  coaches.   Is  that  the  answer 

20  you  wanted? 

21  SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Thank  you  very  much. 

22  Judge  Todd,  are  you  with  us? 

23  JUDGE  OWEN  TODD:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman, 

24  members  of  the  panel.   Not  so  long  ago  I  appeared 


DORIS  0.  WONG  ASSOCIATES 


86 


before  a  committee  such  as  this  to  urge  legislative 
approval  of  judicial  pay  raises,  and  while  the 
reception  was  warm  indeed  that  I  received,  I  was 
quite  uncomfortable  about  the  fact  that  I  was  urging 
a  richly  deserved  pay  raise  for  judges  from  public 
servants  who  were  paid  far  less  and  criticized  far 
more  than  judges.   Secretly  and  perhaps  selfishly,  I 
hoped  that  the  rumor  that  the  judicial  pay  raise 
would  be  linked  to  a  legislative  pay  raise  was  not 
true,  and  it  was  not.   And  for  that  courage  and 
candor  alone,  the  legislatures  earned  respect  and 
support  for  this  bill  --  against  this  bill.   The 
proponents  of  this  bill,  which  seek  to  reduce  the 
legislator's  wage  from  a  modest  level  to  an  absurdly 
low  level,  from  my  experience,  I  know  you  cannot 
hire  a  clerk  out  of  high  school  today  for  the  kind 
of  money  that  the  proponents  would  propose  that 
legislators  be  paid. 

Underpaying  employees  results  in 
incompetence,  corruption,  and  aristocracy,  a 
legislature  composed  of  publishers  of  magazines, 
owners  of  large  real  estate  empires,  perhaps.   For 
$23,000  a  year  the  citizens  of  Massachusetts  have  no 
right  to  insist  on  more  than  $2 3 , 0 0 0  -  a  -  year 
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legislators  and  $23 , 000  - a-year  legislation. 
Regrettably,  there  is  a  superficiality  and  meanness 
abroad  in  the  land.   Rather  than  pay  legislators  a 
respectable  salary  and  then  critically  appraise 
them,  we  see  indiscriminate  and  generalized 
criticism  and  attacks  and  reducing  already 
inadequate  compensation.   Sadly,  that's  become  a 
hallmark  of  our  time. 

Reportedly,  the  purpose  of  this  bill  is  to 
encourage  a  legislature  formed  by  citizens  or 
citizen  volunteers.   That  is  sadly  misguided. 
Ordinary  citizens  don't  serve.   I  have  spent  20 
years  in  town  government  as  a  town  moderator  trying 
to  get  people  to  serve  on  committees,  finance 
committees  and  similar  committees,  without  success. 
Nobody  had  the  time.   Everybody  was  too  preoccupied, 
and  we  had  to  rely  on  persons  who  were 
professionals,  town  managers,  ultimately. 

I  suggest  we  would  be  regressing  to  the 
time  of  wooden  teeth,  when  legislative  concerns  were 
no  more  complicated  than  whether  we  should  allow 
cows  to  graze  on  the  Common  if  we  have  citizen 
legislators.   Today's  legislative  problems  are  far 
too  complex  for  part-time,  temporary,  amateur 
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1  legislators.   I  blanch  when  I  think  of  trying  to 

2  educate  continually  new  and  inexperienced 

3  legislators  regarding  the  court  system  and  its 

4  resources  and  its  needs.   Legislation  involving 

5  courts  now  is  just  too  complicated  to  deal  with 

6  constantly  educating  new  persons.   I  appreciate  that 

7  I  am  preaching  to  the  converted,  but  it  is  my 

8  purpose  to  raise  your  comfort  level  in  rejecting 

9  this  nonsense  embodied  in  this  bill,  whether  or  not 

10  it  is  well-intentioned. 

11  The  retired  Chief  Justice  of  the  Supreme 

12  Judicial  Court  has  written  a  letter  to  this 

13  committee.   Unfortunately,  Chief  Justice  Hennessey 

14  is  feeling  under  the  weather  and  is  unable  to  appear 

15  in  person,  and  I  would  ask  your  permission,  Mr. 

16  Chairman,  to  read  his  letter. 

17  SENATOR  ROSENBERG:    Please. 

18  JUDGE  TODD:   It  is  addressed  to  Senator 

19  Stanley  C.  Rosenberg,  Representative  Thomas  M. 

20  Finneran,  Representative  Richard  Voke .   "Gentlemen: 

21  I  am  unable  to  be  with  you  and  your  colleagues  of 

22  House  and  Senate  at  the  hearing  commencing  February 

23  21,  1996,  regarding  the  proposed  repeal  of  the 

24  legislative  pay  raise.   I  am  emphatically  opposed  to 
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the  repeal  of  the  pay  raise.   I  believe  it  is 
inevitable  that  repeal  will  make  it  necessary  for 
some  of  the  most  experienced  and  skilled  legislators 
to  leave  the  legislature.   In  13  years,  from  1976  to 
1989,  as  Chief  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Judicial  Court 
I  was  in  almost  continuous  dialogue  with  members  of 
the  legislature  concerning  the  intricacies  and 
complexities  of  legislation  concerning  the  judicial 
branch,  most  especially  the  details  of  the  annual 
budget  for  the  courts.   During  those  years  I  know 
that  the  public  interest  was  well  served  in  major 
part  because  of  the  cumulative  knowledge  of 
experienced  legislators  with  whom  we  at  the  courts 
dealt.   Just  as  certainly,  I  know  that  the  public 
interest  will  not  be  well  served  with  the  withdrawal 
of  such  experienced  and  knowledgeable  legislators. 
Sincerely  yours,  Edward  F.  Hennessey." 

May  that  be  entered  into  the  record. 

SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   It  will  be.   Thank  you 
very  much  and  thank  you  for  your  testimony.   Are 
there  any  questions?   Thank  you  for  attending  this 


morning 


Mr.  Faulkner. 


FRANCIS  FAULKNER:   For  the  record,  my  name 
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1  is  Chip  Faulkner.   I  am  the  associate  director  of 

2  Citizens  for  Limited  Taxation.   I  would  like  to 

3  start  off  by  referring  to  a  comment  Senate  President 

4  Tom  Birmingham  said.   He  talked  about  a 

5  constitutional  obligation  in  terms  of  setting  the 

6  pay  raise.   Let's  do  a  little  history  on  the  pay 

7  raises.   It  wasn't  a  constitutional  obligation  that 

8  made  the  legislature  pass  a  raise  on  Halloween  of 

9  1979.   It  wasn't  a  constitutional  obligation  that 

10  tied  the  pay  in  1983  to  the  judges'  pay  so  it 

11  couldn't  go  to  the  ballot.   It  wasn't  a 

12  constitutional  obligation  that  in  1987  made  the  pay 

13  retroactive,  that,  if  signed  in  May,  made  it 

14  retroactive  back  to  January  with  an  emergency 

15  preamble,  tied  it  to  state  workers'  pay. 

16  It  wasn't  even  a  constitutional  obligation 

17  in  1987  when  Governor  Dukakis  signed  it  on  the 

18  Friday  before  Memorial  Day  weekend  so  the  news  of 

19  this  would  hit  on  Saturday,  one  of  the  slowest  news 

20  days  of  the  year.   So  when  you  talk  about 

21  constitutional  obligations,  it  is  very  easy  to  have 

22  a  constitutional  obligation  with  the  state 

23  legislature.   You  can  vote  for  a  pay  raise.   You  can 

24  tie  it  into  a  future  pay  raise.   You  could  have  tied 


DORIS  0.  WONG  ASSOCIATES 


91 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


it  into  the  median  family  income,  if  you  wanted  to, 
like  our  ballot  question  does.   You  chose  not  to  do 


that . 


One  other  thing,  and  this  is  probably  the 


most  outrageous  part  of  what  Senator  Birmingham 
said,  was  he  talked  about  constitutional  obligations 
and  how  we  are  doing  an  end-run  around  the 
constitution.   There  is  no  group  that  did  an  end-run 
around  the  constitution  more  than  this  state 
legislature  just  a  few  short  years  ago.   I  am 
referring,  of  course,  to  the  fact  that  we  went  out, 
collected  almost  100,000  signatures  on  term  limits 
under  the  leadership  of  Dorothea  Vitrak,  and  that 
constitutional  amendment  was  never  ever  brought  to  a 
vote  by  the  state  legislature,  and  it  should  have 
been  according  to  the  state  constitution. 

For  perhaps  a  few  people  who  don't  quite 
remember  it,  they  took  our  initiative  petition, 
which  was  No.  1  in  terms  of  a  vote  to  be  taken  in 
the  state  legislature,  and  sent  it  to  the  end  of  the 
legislative  calendar,  so  we  never  even  saw  it,  we 
never  even  got  to  take  a  vote  on  this.   You  could 
have  taken  a  vote  and  killed  it,  as  you  all  know,  by 
getting  less  than  25  percent  of  the  total  vote  in 
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the  state  legislature.   That  was  never  even  done. 

So  for  the  Senate  President  to  stand  up 
here  and  talk  about  the  constitution,  the 
constitutional  obligations  and  the  fact  that  we  are 
doing  the  end-run,  when  we  see  what  the  legislature 
did  just  a  few  short  years  ago,  is  simply 
mind-boggling  and  outrageous. 

He  also  mentioned  that  the  state 
legislature  has  gone  11  years  without  a  pay  raise. 
In  point  of  fact,  in  1987  and  1988  the  legislature 
voted  to  increase  their  pay  from  30  grand  to  just 
under  $41,000.   For  those  two  years  they  collected 
an  extra  $22,000.   So  you  did  get  a  pay  raise  from 
'83  to  '94,  and  it  was  in  the  form  of  a  nice 
$22,000  package  which,  of  course,  was  rescinded  on 
the  '88  ballot  and  went  back  to  30  grand. 

One  other  point  I  would  like  to  make,  a 
couple  of  points,  actually,  Former  Senator  Tsongas 
talked  about  ice  cream  vendors  being  in  the  state 
legislature.   And  again  --  and  this  has  been 
mentioned  by  previous  speakers  --  how  do  42  other 
states  do  it?   You  might  have  an  argument  and  say, 
"Jeez,  only  one  or  two  other  states  meet  for  a 
short  period  of  time." 
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1  The  fact  is  that  42  other  states  with 

2  thousands  of  positions  in  terms  of  the  state 

3  legislature,  House  and  Senate,  somehow  meet  for  a 

4  few  months  and  have  other  jobs,  and  the  jobs  vary 

5  widely,  from  stockbroker  to  rancher  to  lawyer  to 

6  real  estate  agent,  so  on.   It  runs  the  gamut.   They 

7  seem  to  be  able  to  do  it  in  42  other  states,  and 

8  somehow  in  Massachusetts  only  ice  cream  vendors  or 

9  the  like  are  going  to  be  able  to  serve  in  the  state 

10  legislature. 

11  I  know  it's  been  said  that  you  can't  get 

12  anyone  to  run  for  the  legislature  at  this  salary. 

13  The  fact  is  we  have  had  five  special  elections  last 

14  fall,  and  in  every  one  of  those  they  attracted 

15  candidates  with  the  exception  of  one  where,  in 

16  Brockton,  Representative  Creedon's  relative  ran  and 

17  was  the  only  one  on  the  ballot,  but  in  most  of  the 

18  others  they  attracted  enough  candidates.   In  fact, 

19  we  endorsed  a  couple  of  them,  and  they  won. 

20  Barbara  Anderson  pointed  out  earlier  for 

21  Representative  Lambert's  seat  they  have  11 

22  candidates.   They  have  nine  Democrats  and  even  -- 

23  God  forbid  --  they  have  two  Republicans  running  for 

24  this  seat.   So  you  have  11  there.   There  are  two 
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1  senate  races  up,  and  their  filing  deadline  was 

2  yesterday  at  5:00,  so  I  don't  know  how  many 

3  candidates  are  running  there,  but  I  know  there  are 

4  at  least  a  couple  for  Senator  William  Bulger's 

5  seat.   So  those  are  just  some  of  the  things  I  want 

6  to  point  out . 

7  You  know,  I  wanted  to  focus  on  Senator 

8  Birmingham  because  I  thought  some  of  the  things  he 

9  said  were  either  not  true  or  they  just  weren't 

10  addressing  the  real  issue.   We  are  only  going  for 

11  this  because  we  had  no  choice.   I  sat  in  the  CLT 

12  office  for  two  weeks  in  December  and  fielded  most  of 

13  the  1100  or  so  phone  calls  we  got  in  two  weeks  from 

14  people  that  were  outraged  over  the  whole  process. 

15  I  also,  by  the  way,  did  a  study  of  the 

16  number  of  hours  the  legislature  meets.   In  informal 

17  session  it  is  298  hours  for  the  House,  231  for  the 

18  Senate.   And  we  were  generous  because  we  counted  in 

19  the  298  hours  the  fact  that  the  legislature  meets  at 

20  11:00,  then  usually  adjourns  or  doesn't  really  get 

21  going  until  about  one  o'clock  in  the  afternoon  and. 

22  has  a  formal  session.   So  it  is  300  hours,  roughly. 

23  That's  about  seven  weeks.   For  the  Senate  it  is 

24  about  five  and  a  half  weeks.   So  I  don't  think  we 
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are  being  unreasonable  when  we  think  people  can  work 
part  -  time . 


3  Now,  I  know  a  lot  of  people  say,  "Well, 

4  gee,  I  have  committee  hearings  in  the  morning,"  and 

5  I  appreciate  the  fact  that  you  have  shown  up  for 

6  this  committee  hearing,  but  you  will  have  to  admit 

7  that  there's  a  lot  more  people  on  this  committee 

8  than  are  performing  now.   They  are  not  here. 

9  I  have  probably  addressed  50  or  60 

10  committee  hearings  over  the  last  five  or  six  years 

11  and  sometimes  you  have  as  few  as  the  chairman  and 

12  vice-chairman  at  a  committee,  and  the  committee  has 

13  17  members.   I  applaud  the  people  who  serve  in  the 

14  legislature  and  those  who  consider  it  a  full-time 

15  job.   But  let's  face  it,  it  is  not  a  full-time  job. 

16  One  of  the  housekeeping  people  in  the  state 

17  legislature  was  Jack  Flood.   I  would  come  in  the 

18  legislature  on  a  Thursday  and  Friday  and  he  would  be 

19  there  working.   But  let's  face  it,  most  Fridays  the 

20  legislature  doesn't  meet,  very  few  Fridays.   In 

21  fact,  if  you  want  to  be  rather  cynical  about  it,  the 

22  one  Friday  you  did  meet  was  in  December  of  1994  when 

23  you  heard  the  pay  raise  bill  in  the  morning  and 

24  passed  it  that  afternoon  on  a  Friday,  of  all  times. 
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Any  questions? 

SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Representative. 

REPRESENTATIVE  RUANE :   Mr.  Chairman,  I  -- 

MR.  FAULKNER:   You  look  like  you  are  about 
to  explode . 

REPRESENTATIVE  RUANE:   I  really  and  truly 
felt  that  I  would  just  sit  here  and  listen  as  I  have 
respected  CLT  in  their  positions  and  everything  else 
over  the  years.   When  I  hear  testimony  today,  I  take 
umbrage  because  the  people  should  really  know  what 
exists.   When  you  talk  about  how  generous  you  were 
to  say  that  "We  will  give  you  the  fact  that  you 
worked  300  hours  or  seven  weeks, "  I  have  never  put 
myself  on  a  pedestal  in  my  22  years  in  the 
legislature.   I  have  never  held  an  extra  paying 


j  ob . 


If  one  went  back  to  1975,  to  House  Ways  and 


Means,  and  '76  and  there  on,  up  until  a  few  years 
ago,  I  averaged,  during  a  budget  process  of  eight  to 
ten  weeks,  80  to  96  hours  every  single  week.   That 
cannot  be  refuted  by  any  chairperson,  any  staff 
members  or  anything  else.   And  I  don't  put  myself  on 
a  pedestal,  but  I  am  not  going  to  sit  here  when  I 
look  at  colleagues  who  put  so  many  hours  in,  so  much 
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1  time  in.   For  instance,  his  testimony  which  says 

2  that  none  of  us  are  here  today  because  it  is  not  a 

3  formal  day,  so  therefore  there  aren't  any  minutes 

4  included  in  this  300  hours. 

5  One  would  say  that,  as  I  heard  testimony 

6  here  years  ago  from  the  gentleman  from  Wellesley  who 

7  served  that  community,  and  it  involved  prevailing 

8  wage,  and  I  made  a  statement  that  "Some  people 

9  wouldn't  pay  you  a  nickel  to  see  you  fly  a  kite  down 

10  in  the  cellar."   Stop  to  think  of  it.   An  impossible 

11  task.   And  yet  they  wouldn't.   I  harken  back  to  '88 

12  when  I  was  unopposed,  as  I  had  been  many  times  in  my 

13  terms  up  here.   And  if  you  looked  at  the  figures, 

14  the  people  of  my  community  have  accepted  me  over 

15  these  years . 

16  In  that  particular  year,  if  not  at  the  top 

17  of  the  heap,  I  certainly  was  within  the  first  two  or 

18  three  in  regard  to  the  least  amount  of  blanks 

19  garnered  by  any  member  who  was  unopposed.   And  yet 

20  on  the  pay  raise  issue,  in  my  community  the  vote  was 

21  87/13  against.   Prevailing  wage,  which  affected 

22  every  city  and  town  in  the  Commonwealth,  one 

23  statewide,  I  believe  --  and  I  stand  to  be 

24  corrected  --  somewhere  in  the  neighborhood  of  69  to 
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31,  very  same  year. 


2  And  so  it  has  always  been  my  belief  that  no 

3  matter  what  happens,  when  pay  is  presented  on  a 

4  ballot,  the  people  will  appreciate  me  in  my 

5  community  as  the  people  who  elect  my  colleagues 

6  appreciate  them  as  individuals.   But  somehow  or 

7  other,  the  history  --  and  you  can  go  back  and  read 

8  about  it  -  -  the  Massachusetts  legislature  has  been 

9  the  prime  whipping  boy  for  every  single  fault  ever 

10  garnered  in  the  Commonwealth. 

11  You  talk  about  the  hours  put  in.   You  talk 

12  about  a  Halloween  pay  raise.   As  a  sitting  member  of 

13  that  particular  year,  as  a  person  who  did  not  once 

14  leave  the  chamber  for  that  debate,  that  debate  was 

15  advertised  for  better  than  one  month,  that  debate 

16  started  in  the  afternoon,  the  debate  went  long  into 

17  the  nighttime,  and  it  was  the  minority  leader  who 

18  labeled  it  the  "Halloween  pay  raise,"  advertised  one 

19  month  in  advance  when  it  would  take  place. 

20  As  a  sitting  member  of  this  legislature,  I 

21  feel  insulted.   I  have  voted  with  you  people  against 

22  my  own  leadership  when  I  felt  you  were  right.   I 

23  have  never,  never  cowered  to  anybody.   No  one  has 

24  ever  dictated  to  me  as  many  legislators  that  I  sit 


DORIS  0.  WONG  ASSOCIATES 


99 


1  and  serve  on.   I  have  the  utmost  respect  for  my 

2  colleagues,  though  we  might  differ  on  many  issues. 

3  This  particular  issue  is  nasty  in  a  way.   It  does  no 

4  good  to  quarrel.   Comparisons  are  odious. 

5  I  heard  the  gentleman  talk  about  being  a 

6  clinical  technician,  and  we  make  comparisons  about 

7  other  states.   Forgive  me  for  a  moment  if  my  voice 

8  is  going.   I  would  say  to  that  gentleman,  do  you 

9  realize  that  in  one  neighboring  state  of  ours  the 

10  human  services  budget  that  we  provide  so  much  for  in 

11  this  Commonwealth  would  last  four  days  of  what  our 

12  budget  is  for  an  entire  year?   In  four  days  their 

13  budget  would  be  gobbled  up,  services  for  people. 

14  1991,  this  legislature,  recognized  by  Wall 

15  Street,  was  vying  with  the  State  of  Louisiana  for 

16  junk  bond  status,  which  was  the  worst.   My  chairman 

17  just  left  here  to  go  back  to  work  on  the  budget  that 

18  so  many  of  us  will  put  hundreds  of  hours  of  detail 

19  into,  working  long  into  the  night,  long  around  the 

20  clock.   I  speak  today  because  Barbara  Anderson  knows 

21  I  have  never  been  a  paid  member. 

22  1984,  because  of  circumstances  on  the  floor 

23  of  the  House,  I  carried  that  budget,  the  longest 

24  budget  deliberation  in  the  history  of  the 
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Commonwealth.   I  averaged  20  hours  a  day,  seven  days 
a  week.   Never  got  paid  for  anything.   And  I  just 
wonder,  when  I  would  rely  on  members  of  the  House  -- 
colleagues  of  mine  looking  down  probably  didn't  sit 
with  me  then  on  this  committee,  but  I  know  Joe 
Manning  was  there  earlier.   I  look  at  a  Marie 


Parente.   I  look  at  dozens  and  dozens 


and  I  don ' t 


want  to  exclude  anybody  --  of  the  hours  and  time 
they  put  in,  of  the  lady  from  Milford  who  probably 
worked  16  hours  a  day,  even  today,  finally  promoted 
to  a  chairpersonship  that  she  deserved  a  long  time 
ago  in  regard  to  a  shadow  government  of  the 
Commonwealth  that  you  people  never  point  fingers  at, 
that  some  of  you  are  members  of,  that  some  of  you 
derive  salaries  in  excess  of  $100,000.   $100,000. 

And  then  I  hear  testimony  and  I  have  tried 
to  listen  as  a  good  person,  because  I  know  there  are 
two  sides  to  an  issue  and  I  know  how  people  feel. 
And  I  said  to  someone  just  this  morning  in  a 
ten- minutes  -  pas t -  seven  call  involving  today's 
hearing,  "John,  if  you  call  me  on  July  the  1st  or 
2nd  with  a  family  problem  as  you  are  calling  me 
today,  maybe  I  should  say  to  you,  'Call  me  January 
1st,  I  might  be  able  to  help  you.'"   Or  as  was 
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stated  today,  "Well,  you  have  a  staff  to  do  that." 

Sometimes  in  this  business,  a  bureaucrat  is 
going  to  respond  far  quicker  to  a  legislator  than  he 
or  she  might  to  an  anonymous  staff  member.   At  least 
that's  the  way  they  picture  it.   I  haven't  taken 
sides  in  regard  to  what  I  hear  today,  but  I  have 
listened  attentively  because  I  know  how  some  people 
feel  back  home.   You  know,  and  it  is  the  same  thing, 


all  of  us  who  sit  here  as  house  members 


and  I 


can't  speak  for  the  Senate  --  I  wonder  how  many  of 
you  people  who  have  testified  today  vote  for  a 
Congress  person. 

I  have  people  back  home  asking  me  "What  are 
you  going  to  do  with  your  $129,000  salary?   I  don't 
like  the  'Contract  for  America. '   How  did  you  vote 
on  it?"   And  I  am  sure  these  are  the  people  who  are 
going  to  decide  about  my  pay  raise  or  whatever  it 
might  be.   I  made  a  statement  at  the  time  --  and  my 
neighbor,  Barbara  Anderson,  I  think  could  attest  to 
it  --  that  I  felt,  though  richly  deserved,  that  we 
went  too  quick  in  regard  to  the  amount.   I  thought- 
it  might  be  done  over  a  three-year  period  or 
whatever.   And  so  I  differed  that  way  with  my 
leadership . 
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1  I  voted  against  pay  raises  in  the  past. 

2  But  then  I  sat  here  and  said  what  does  someone 

3  expect  of  me  when  I  turn  around  and  see  state 

4  government,  when  I  turn  around  and  see  the  wages  for 

5  my  city  of  Salem  just  printed  11  days  ago  in  the 

6  paper,  City  of  Salem  that  I  proudly  represent?   Do 

7  you  realize  I  would  be  700  on  the  list  for  the  pay  I 

8  made?   Unbelievable.   So  someone  might  say,  "Well, 

9  you  chose  to  go  there.   You  can  do  something  else." 

10  True,  true.   But  I  felt  I  have  made  a  contribution. 

11  The  junk  bond  status  that  we  vied  for  five 

12  short  years  ago  has  turned  around  where  we  are 

13  recognized  as  one  of  the  great  states  in  the  Union. 

14  No  longer  "Taxachuset t s "  label,  unless  your  critics 

15  want  to  label  you  that  despite  what  we  have  done. 

16  And  who  really  turned  it  around?   Media  might  say  it 

17  was  the  governor.   Wall  Street  says  it  was  the 

18  legislature.   Not  trying  to  take  accolades  away  from 

19  anyone,  it  was  a  combination  of  working  together  for 

20  good  government,  what  the  state  long  needed. 

21  I  was  the  only  Democrat,  when  you  mentioned 

22  a  former  colleague,  Jack  Flood,  who  used  to  come  to 

23  me  for  figures.   He  used  to  come  to  me  for  figures. 

24  I  gave  you  people  figures  that  were  true  figures,  am 
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I  correct 


MR.  FAULKNER:   Yes. 


REPRESENTATIVE  RUANE : 


when  you  were 


misled  by  other  people  because  I  felt  it  was  working 
on  behalf  of  good  government.   And  so  when  you 
needed  good  figures,  I  was  available,  and  they  were 
pretty  darn  accurate.   I  remember  the  money  you 
people  spent  on  a  former  head  of  a  big  agency  in  the 
Commonwealth  who  then  was  removed  and  you  hired  him, 
and  the  first  thing  he  did  for  you  was  a 
mult i -million  dollar  mistake.   And  I  called  Barbara 
Anderson.   Am  I  correct,  Barbara? 

BARBARA  ANDERSON:   Yes,  sir. 

REPRESENTATIVE  RUANE:   Saved  you  millions 
of  dollars  in  time  and  embarrassment  because  the 
figures  were  wrong.   And  I  sit  here  this  morning  as 
an  individual  feeling  insulted  by  what  I  hear 
because  I  am  measured  with  the  same  feather  and 
brush  and  tar  and  brush  that  people  out  there 
presume  what  we  are  all  about.   "You  are  a  hero  in 


your  district,  but  those  other  bums" 


and  that ' s 


what  they  say  --  "they  don't  deserve  anything,  but 
you  are  a  good  guy."   None  of  us  would  be  here  if 
all  our  people  felt  that  way  about  us. 
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1  I  don't  profess  to  be  and  never  have  been  a 

2  language  guy  in  regard  to  legislation,  a 

3  constitutional  expert  or  whatever.   I  have  always 

4  believed  that  the  good  life  gives  everyone  certain 

5  talents,  no  matter  who  you  are  or  what  you  are. 

6  Some  people  are  great  with  their  hands.   Some  people 

7  have  a  mind  to  absorb  things.   I  happen  to  be  pretty 

8  good  on  figures,  and  I  have  contributed. 

9  When  this  Commonwealth  was  being  told  that 

10  we  had  a  $500  million  surplus,  there  was  one  person 

11  who  stood  on  Ways  and  Means  and  also  on  the  floor  of 

12  the  House  and  said  it  was  not  so,  and  I  got  punished 

13  for  it.   I  got  punished  for  it,  yet  I  accepted  it, 

14  because  I  said,  "Well,  some  day  maybe  someone  might 

15  say  he  was  right."   I  got  ridiculed  in  editorials  in 

16  my  own  paper  that  I  was  a  Dukakis -basher ,  and  it  was 

17  an  amazing,  two  days  after  a  presidential  election, 

18  a  $500  million  surplus  turned  into  almost  a 

19  bill  ion- dollar  deficit,  and  I  had  said  it  along  for 

20  three  years.   So  when  I  sit  here  and  I  think  who  is 

21  deserving?   What  are  we  doing?   The  cannibalizat ion 

22  that  is  going  on. 

23  At  one  point  in  time  I  think  legislators 

24  and  officeholders,  even  on  a  local  level,  used  to  be 
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1  respected.   That  same  respect  that  people  have  lost 

2  for  each  other,  that  same  respect  that  no  longer 

3  shows  in  our  schools,  that  same  respect  that  was  the 

4  hallmark  of  every  family  and  every  neighbor,  whether 

5  you  were  rich  or  poor,  black  or  white,  ethnically, 

6  the  melting  pot  of  America  was  my  neighborhood,  and 

7  we  accepted  everybody  for  what  we  were,  not  who  we 

8  were.   Okay.   And  then  to  come  here  and  sit  on  a 

9  panel  and  have  someone  say,  well,  you  are  sitting 

10  here,  even  if  we  went  to  six  o'clock  at  night,  but 

11  they  weren't  an  informal  session  so  those  minutes 

12  don't  count,  that  you  met  with  your  officials  this 

13  morning  in  the  city  at  7:30  in  the  morning  and  you 

14  have  commitments  till  nine  or  ten  o'clock  at  night, 

15  but  that  doesn't  count;  that  the  little  clinical 

16  people,  and  the  testimony  I  heard  today  from  Mr. 

17  Chatfield  that  asked  me,  "On  8  to  10  to  15  occasions 

18  in  the  course  of  the  year  can  you  give  us  a  few 

19  hours  of  your  time?"   That  doesn't  count.   Nothing 

20  counts.   Nothing  counts. 

21  The  saddest  part  about  this  is  that  when  • 

22  people  are  maligned  for  what  they  contribute,  and  I 

23  go  back  to  my  earlier  remarks,  I  have  never  put 

24  myself  in  a  pedestal.   I  am,  I  guess  in  the 
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1  language,  what  you  might  call  a  bench-  warmer , 

2  whatever  they  call  it.   I  don't  know.   But  I  know 

3  one  thing.   Like  so  many  of  my  colleagues  from 

4  diverse  backgrounds,  both  sides  of  the  aisle,  I  go 

5  back  to  a  minority  leader  by  the  name  of  Frank  Hatch 

6  who  came  to  me  one  time  and  said,  "You  are  the  first 

7  guy  ever  on  this  side  of  the  aisle  who  has  given  us 

8  the  right  figures."   So  many  of  us,  and  I  look  down 

9  on  a  lot  of  these  --  the  chairperson,  the  new 

10  chairperson  of  Senate  Ways  and  Means,  former 

11  colleague,  tremendous  background  and  interest  in 

12  many  social  programs  but  education  from  the  Town  of 

13  Amherst.   Maybe  I  think  differently  than  he  does  in 

14  regard  to  what  our  philosophical  approaches  are,  but 

15  it  was  always  with  respect. 

16  I  haven't  seen  that  respect  directed  at  the 

17  legislature  in  this  hearing,  and  it  is  sad.   It  is  a 

18  sad  commentary  for  the  country.   And  I  am  going  to 

19  close,  Mr.  Chairman,  because  I  have  embarked  on  too 

20  much  of  the  people's  time.   But  when  the  cynicism 

21  that  permeates  the  air  throughout  this  great  land  of 

22  ours,  when  the  doubt  and  the  screamers  we  just 

23  witnessed  in  our  neighboring  state,  when  people 

24  begin  to  wonder  about  what  everybody  is  about,  isn't 
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it  amazing  that  we  are  still  the  greatest  country  in 
the  world,  that  we  are  a  great  sitting  legislature 
here  in  Massachusetts . 

And  I  felt  I  could  speak,  Mr.  Chairman.   I 
will  tell  you  why.   I  took  members  from  neighboring 
states  who  sat  in  the  legislature  of  their  states, 
probably  20  to  25  states,  in  my  term  as  a  legislator 
sitting  here.   And  I  remember  taking  the  speaker  of 
the  House  of  the  State  of  New  Hampshire  who  made  a 
statement  to  me  that  probably  should  have  been 
framed.   "I  can't  believe  the  work  you  people  do  in 
one  week.   If  I  ever  had  to  impose  that  on  some  of 
the  people  who  sit  with  me,  I  don't  know  what  they 
would  say  about  me.   I  probably  wouldn't  be  speaker 
of  the  House."   That  happened  here  back  some  years 
ago  when  I  was  assigned  by  speaker  of  the  House  to 
try  to  convey  our  work  habits  in  the  legislature 
that  so  many  people  from  across  the  country  use  as  a 
role  model  in  regard  to  legislatures.   And  you  don't 
get  that  credit  in  the  media.   You  don't  get 
recognized  by  the  people. 

And  lastly  I  have  got  to  say  this.   Someone 
might  think,  well,  here  he  is.   I  am  a  legislator, 
27  years  of  public  life,  never  got  a  press  release 
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ever.   I  am  a  legislator  and  made  two  calls  to  a 
newspaper  in  27  years.   And  you  don't  do  it  with 
mirrors.   So  to  sit  here  and  be  insulted  as  a 
sitting  member  of  the  legislature  in  regard  to  how 
many  minutes  one  works  is  the  greatest  insult  I 
have,  and  that's  why  I  felt  I  had  to  speak.   I  thank 
you.   Now  I  continue  to  respect  you  for  your 
efforts.   But  when  you  mention  minutes,  you've  got 
the  wrong  guy. 

SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Senator  Wetmore. 

SENATOR  WETMORE:   A  couple  of  questions.    I 
am  not  really  familiar  how  you  go  about  getting 
signatures.   I  hoped  to  run  into  someone  around  my 
district,  and  I  didn't  see  anyone.   Who  goes  down 
and  gets  the  signatures  for  you  on  these  different 
issues?   How  do  you  handle  that?   Who  are  these 


people? 


MR.  FAULKNER:   Senator,  as  you  know,  CLT 


has  gone  on  several  initiative  petition  drives  so  we 
have  probably  in  our  files  anywhere  from  800  to  1000 
people  who  have  done  some  past  drives.   We  were 
particularly  helped  on  this  drive  from  the  1100 
people  that  called  in  in  December  of  '94.   We  put 
them  all  in  our  petition  file.   I  would  say  the  vast 
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majority  of  them  --  well,  every  one  of  them  would 
seek  petitions  from  us.   We  did  collect  almost 
100,000  or  over  100,000  raw  signatures.   We  probably 
had  somewhere  in  the  order  of  3000  or  4000  people, 
minimum,  collecting  signatures.   We  used  up  all 
25,000  the  state  gave  us,  plus  we  mailed  out  another 
40,000,  so  there  were  thousands  of  petitions  out 
there,  and  it  could  be  as  many  as  5000  or  6000 
people  who  collected  signatures. 

SENATOR  WETMORE :   Are  these  people  paid? 

MR.  FAULKNER:   They  are  all  volunteers. 

SENATOR  WETMORE:   Is  there  anybody  who 
oversees  the  operation?   I  just  don't  know  how  you 


do  this . 


MR.  FAULKNER:    I  get  paid  my  salary  as 


associate  director  of  CLT,  and  of  course  Barbara 
gets  paid.   So  we  worked  at  our  regular  job  in 
addition  to  helping  out  on  the  petition  drive. 

SENATOR  WETMORE:   I  am  not  familiar  with 
CLT  and  its  finances.   There  are  only  two  paid 
people  on  the  staff? 

MR.  FAULKNER:   Three.   Actually  three.   Our 
office  manager  too. 

SENATOR  WETMORE:   Who  is  that? 
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MR.  FAULKNER:   We  had  an  office  manager 
last  fall  also. 

SENATOR  WETMORE :   So  you  had  three  paid 
people  and  that's  it? 

MR.  FAULKNER:   And  we  had  Chip  Ford 
coordinating  the  effort. 

SENATOR  WETMORE:   He  is  a  volunteer  as 
well?   Is  he  a  volunteer?   He  gets  paid,  okay.   So 
outside  of  that  four  that  you  mentioned,  everybody 
else  is  a  volunteer;  is  that  what  you  are  saying? 

MR.  FAULKNER:   Yes. 


SENATOR  WETMORE:   Would  you  just  care  to 


say  what 


paid 


MR.  FAULKNER:   CLT  traditionally  has  not 


SENATOR  WETMORE:   Would  you  care  to  say 
what  you  get  paid?   I  am  curious.   I  don't  know. 

MR.  FAULKNER:   You  mean  a  yearly  salary? 
Somewhere  around  30  grand 

SENATOR  WETMORE:   What  did  Mr.  Ford  get  for 
working  on  the  signatures? 

MR.  FAULKNER:    I  am  not  sure. 


SENATOR  WETMORE 


I  thought  you  said  you 


were  speaking  for  the  CLT  when  you  came.   I  don't 
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know . 


MR.  FAULKNER:   I  am  not  speaking  for  Mr 


Ford.   I  am  speaking  for  myself. 


SENATOR  WETMORE :   You  are  not  an  officer  of 


the  CLT? 


MR.  FAULKNER:   Yes,  I  am.   I  am  the 


associate  director 


SENATOR  WETMORE:   But  you  don't  know  what 
you  are  paying  someone  that  collects  signatures  for 


you? 


MR.  FAULKNER:   I  have  said,  Senator,  we 


don't  pay  people  to  collect  signatures.   The 
thousands  of  people  who  are  out  there  did  it 
voluntarily.   We  have  done  that  over  the  years.   I 
mean  it  is  not  just  on  this  drive.   Since  1979,  when 
we  got  signatures  for  Prop  2  1/2,  we  relied  on 
volunteers.   Some  groups  nationally,  some  groups  pay 
groups  to  collect  signatures.   There  are  three  or 
four  national  organizations  that  will  pay  people.   I 
think  in  California  and  some  other  states  they  pay 


people  to  collect  signatures.   CLT  doesn't 


We 


don't  have  the  money,  for  one  thing.   And  secondly, 
if  you  pay  some  people  and  not  others,  you'd  run 
into  real  problems.   And  plus  our  issues,  we  pull 
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our  members.   So  in  the  spring  of  the  petitioning 
year,  usually  March,  April,  May,  we  will  send  out  a 
survey  and  say  to  people,  "Would  you  like  to  get 
involved  in  this  issue,  collect  signatures?" 

For  example,  in  1985,  we  sent  out  a  letter 
on  surtax  repeal  and  we  gave  people  about  six  or 
seven  options,  what  would  they  like  to  collect 
signatures  for,  what  issues  did  they  feel  is 
important,  and  surtax  repeal  was  vitally  important, 
so  we  went  with  that  petition  drive  that  fall  and  we 
set  a  record.   We  got  136,000  certified  signatures. 

SENATOR  WETMORE:   I  wouldn't  raise  this, 
but  I  was  just  concerned  that  after  the  New 
Hampshire  situation,  the  impact  of  money  and 
politics,  starting  at  the  lowest  level  to  the 
highest.   Also  I've  heard  of  groups  that  pay  for 
signatures.   But  you  say  CLT  doesn't  pay  for 
signatures.   Does  Mr.  Ford  pay  people  to  gather 
signatures?   No? 

CHIP  FORD:   Can  I  answer  from  up  here? 


SENATOR  WETMORE:   Yes.   Do  you  pay 


anybody? 


CHIP  FORD:   Absolutely  not.   If  you  don't 
have  an  issue 
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issues . 
thing . 


SENATOR  WETMORE:   I  am  not  asking  you  about 
I  am  just  curious  if  it  is  a  volunteer 


MR.  FAULKNER:   Absolutely. 

SENATOR  WETMORE:   As  you  have  mentioned, 
there  are  groups  that  pay  in  other  states  . 

MR.  FAULKNER:   In  other  states,  yes. 

SENATOR  WETMORE:   But  you  don't. 

MR.  FAULKNER:   For  example,  California, 
they  need  half  a  million  to  collect  signatures.   In 
some  of  these  states  they  might  pay.   I  am  only 
saying  this  off  the  top  of  my  head  because  I  know 
there  are  groups  out  there  that  will  come  in  and 
collect  signatures  for  a  fee.   We  don't  employ 
those.   We  employ  volunteers. 

SENATOR  WETMORE:   Thank  you  very  much. 

SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Thank  you. 

Senator  Wilkerson,  then  Senator  Clancy. 

You  have  to  change  the  paper.   The 
committee  will  stand  in  recess  for  two  minutes. 

(Recess  taken) 

SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   We  will  reconvene  the 
hearing.   Senator  Wilkerson. 

SENATOR  WILKERSON:   Thank  you.   I  wondered 
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if  you  could  elaborate  about  this  format  and  how  you 
developed  the  hourly  rate.  Exactly  what  counted  and 
what  didn't?   I  have  never  heard  this  before. 


MR.  FAULKNER:   The  hours  of  formal  session, 


Senator . 


SENATOR  WILKERSON:   Hours  of  formal 


session? 


MR.  FAULKNER:   Informal  and  formal.   It  is 


both.   The  way  I  did  it  was  actually  two  sources. 
Bob  Katzen  has  a  service  called  Beacon  Hill  Roll 
Call  Vote,  and  what  he  has  done  this  past  year,  he 
has  a  little  blurb  along  with  some  key  roll  calls 
along  with  the  number  of  hours  the  House  or  Senate 
met  the  previous  week.   We  also  at  CLT  get  the  State 
House  News  Service,  so  they  also  will  say  when  the 
Senate  convenes,  when  it  adjourns.   I  checked  that 
against  the  Beacon  Hill  Roll  Call  Vote,  so  I  have 
two  sources.   That's  how  I  arrived  at  the  figure  of 
the  298  and  231.   What  we  also  did,  I  think  I 
mentioned  earlier  in  the  testimony,  was  that  if  they 
met  at  11:00  and  then  adjourned  till  1:00  when  they 
really  started  the  session,  we  counted  that  as  two 
hours.   We  didn't  count  it  as  five  minutes  and  start 
at  1:00. 
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SENATOR  WILKERSON:   Is  that  it?   Is  there 
anything  else  that  you  counted?   You  talked  about 
hearings,  but  it  wasn't  -- 

MR.  FAULKNER:   We  didn't  count  hearings  or 
committee  hearings.   We  counted  when  the  legislature 
is  in  session,  informally  or  formally. 

SENATOR  WILKERSON:   What  would  be  the 
rationale  in  not  counting  hearings? 

MR.  FAULKNER:   Because  what  I  wanted  to  do 
was  compare  it  to  how  long  --  an  average  person 
works  a  40-hour  week.   The  average  person  probably 
starts  8:00,  8:30,  9  o'clock  in  the  morning  and 
leaves  at  5:00.   Most  people  are  unaware  --  I 
shouldn't  say  "most,"  but  a  lot  of  people  are  not 
aware  that  the  legislature  doesn't  come  in  on 
Fridays  and  rarely  on  Thursdays . 

SENATOR  WILKERSON:   That's  not  what  I  am 
asking  you.   I  am  trying  to  figure  out  what  you 
counted  and  what  you  didn't  count.   So  was  physical 
presence  in  the  chamber  during  a  formal  and  informal 
session  the  only  factor  that  went  to  the  calculation 


of  what 


MR.  FAULKNER:   Yes.   When  the  legislature 


met  in  a  formal  session  or  informal  session 
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Constitutionally  they  have  to  meet  a  couple  of  times 
a  week.   If  they  met  on  a  Thursday  from  11:00  to 
11:08,  we  counted  that  as  eight  minutes. 

SENATOR  WILKERSON:   Your  goal  was  what? 
Try  to  put  together  a  picture  of  what  we  do? 

MR.  FAULKNER:   Try  to  determine  how  long 
the  legislature  met  in  their  sessions,  in  a  formal 
and  informal  session,  when  they  have  roll  call 
votes,  when  they  pass  legislation,  and  so  on. 

SENATOR  WILKERSON:   The  reason  I  am  asking 


is  because 


I  have  heard  it  from  many  other 


participants  -  -  you  have  used  the  words  how  much 
time  we  meet  and  how  much  time  we  work 
interchangeably,  and  I  am  asking  you  what  your  goal 
was.   If  your  goal  was  to  determine  how  much  time  we 
worked,  in  fact  you  just  said  it  again, 

MR.  FAULKNER:   A  legislator  generally  -- 
and  I  don't  think  there  is  anything  in  written 
law  --  generally  has  to  show  up  for  a  formal  session 
just  like  a  person  has  to  show  up  for  their  job. 

SENATOR  WILKERSON:   The  job,  this  is  what  I 
am  talking  about.   It  is  irrelevant  to  you  that  we 
have  been  here  five  days,  hearing  all  today,  not  two 
hours,  including  going  to  Holyoke  yesterday,  the 
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hearing  on  the  government  reorganization.   In  fact, 
I  missed  the  formal  session  because  I  thought  this 
was  important,  so  that  does  not  count.   Every  day 
last  week,  every  day,  all  day,  sitting  in  the 
hearing  room,  and  I  was  not  there?   I  was  there 
every  day,  all  day. 


Senator 


MR.  FAULKNER:   And  I  commend  you  for  that, 


SENATOR  WILKERSON:   I  just  want  to  know  how 


you  rationalized  that  not  being  a  part  of  what  we 
do.   The  time  we  spend  in  the  session  is  a 
culmination  of  sometimes  months  and  years  of  work. 
It  is  the  shortest  amount  of  time. 

MR.  FAULKNER:   But  also,  wouldn't  you  agree 
the  formal  session  is  the  core  of  the  job  for  the 
state  legislature?   It  is  when  you  debate  important 
legislation,  when  you  debate  things  that  are 
important  to  the  Commonwealth,  when  you  take  roll 
call  votes  that  you  are  recorded  on.   That's  the 
core  of  the  job.   Whether  you  go  to  a  rotary  club  or 
a  little  league  banquet  at  night  is  really 
irrelevant.   But  I  had  state  legislators  who  say,  "I 
go  to  banquets  at  night." 

SENATOR  WILKERSON:   I  am  asking  you  about 
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hearings.   I  am  asking  you  about  the  time  it  takes 
to  talk  to  people  before  you  even  get  to  a  decision 
to  make  the  vote  in  a  formal  or  informal  session, 
but  that  isn't  the  point.   I  am  trying  to  understand 
the  reasoning  for  how  you  calculated  what  you 
consider  to  be  our  work. 

MR.  FAULKNER:   First  of  all,  it  is  the  only 
thing  we  have  in  print  that  we  can  calculate.   In 
other  words,  if  you  meet  in  formal  session  and  you 
meet  in  an  informal  session,  I  can  say  these  were 
the  number  of  hours  they  met,  whether  it  is  in  one 
week  or  one  year.   I  cannot  determine  what  you  did 
in  a  committee  hearing.   I  cannot,  for  example,  say 
that  Representative  Jones  did  not  show  up  in  a 
committee  hearing  and  Representative  Smith  did. 

SENATOR  WILKERSON:    You  did  say  that  in 
your  testimony.   You  said  there  are  people  here  who 
did  not  show  up,  you  have  been  in  hearings  and 
people  don't  show  up  and  therefore  they  don't  count 
for  anything. 

MR.  FAULKNER:   You  know  and  I  know  in  the 
fall,  when  this  is  on  the  ballot,  there  will  be 
legislators  out  there  saying,  "I  have  to  go  to 
committee  hearings  in  the  morning."   I  will  grant 
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you,  you  did,  you  showed  up  and  so  did  17  other 
people.   But  there  were  a  lot  of  people  on  this 
committee  who  were  a  no-show,  and  that  is  true  of 
virtually  every  other  committee  hearing  I  have  ever 
attended . 

SENATOR  WILKERSON:   It  seems  to  me  it  would 
have  been  so  simple  for  you  to  actually  do  what 
Representative  Ruane  suggested  if  you  really  wanted 
facts.   If  you  don't  have  information  about  how  much 
time  we  spent  on  a  committee,  it  is  because  you 
chose  not  to  get  it,  not  because  it  is  not 
available.   It  is.   People,  I  am  leaving  now.   I  am 
going  upstairs  to  meet  with  one  of  our  college 
presidents  on  the  budget.   And  I  suppose  for  you, 
that  would  mean  that  I  am  not  working.   I  am  not 
talking  about  banquets.   I  work  seven  days  a  week. 
I  don't  know  what  the  weekend  is  anymore  because  I 
consider  this  to  be  not  only  a  full-time  job  but  a 
24  -  hours  -  a  -  day  job  because  that's  the  way  the  public 
treats  it.   I  don't  want  to  lecture  to  you. 

I  want  to  understand  your  calculation 
because  I  would  suggest  to  you  that  it  doesn't  make 
any  sense,  it  is  not  accurate,  it  does  not  give  you 
any  reflection  of  what  work  is.   Work  is  not  the 
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time  you  spend  in  an  informal  session  or  a  formal 
session.   The  chairman  of  the  Ways  and  Means  did  not 
leave  last  week  when  we  went  out  on  hearings .   In 
your  calculation  he  would  be  counted  as  a  no-show 
and  therefore  undeserving  of  pay  for  that  time.   It 
just  doesn't  make  any  sense  to  me. 

MR.  FAULKNER:   Senator,  is  the  flip  side  of 
that  I  could  commend  you  for  being  here  three 


hours? 


SENATOR  WILKERSON:   I  don't  want 


commendation . 

MR.  FAULKNER:   Maybe  I  should  say  we  are 
not  publicizing  the  people  who  weren't  here. 

SENATOR  WILKERSON:   That's  what  their 
constituents  do.   And,  by  the  way,  I  happen  to 
support  term  limits,  but  I  think  this  is 
ridiculous.   It  is  utterly  ridiculous,  and  it  is  not 
true,  and  you  know  it  is  not  true  because  you  would 
be  the  first  one,  when  you  make  the  phone  call  and 
we  are  not  there,  you  are  going  to  say,  "Where  are 
you?"   You  cannot  have  staff  do  constituent  work.  . 
That's  unrealistic.   Who  are  you  going  to  talk  to? 
Who  are  you  going  to  lobby?   Are  you  going  to  lobby 
the  governor? 


DORIS  0.  WONG  ASSOCIATES 


121 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


MR.  FAULKNER:   Every  legislator  has  a 
legislative  aide. 

SENATOR  WILKERSON:   There  is  not  going  to 
be  any  here  for  you  to  lobby. 

SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Before  I  go  to  Senator 
Clancy  and  Representative  Hall,  let  me  just  say,  we 
clearly  have  a  lot  of  difference  of  opinion.   This 
part  is  the  most  despicable  part.   And  if  you 
continue  to  use  this  garbage,  it  is  a  form  of 
corruption  and  dishonesty,  worse  than  anything  I 
have  ever  seen  any  elected  representative,  either  of 
the  state  or  local  level  of  this  state,  do.   What 
you  are  saying  is  fundamentally  wrong.   You  know  it 
is  wrong.   It  is  dishonest,  and  you  ought  to  commit 
yourself  here  before  us  publicly  that  you  will  stop 
using  that  garbage.   We  work  in  a  multifaceted 
pos  it  ion . 

I  am  not  going  to  ask  you  on  a  personal 
level,  but  I  assume  that  you  attend  some  form  of 
religious  service,  at  least  occasionally,  and  I 
would  ask  you,  is  the  leader  of  that  congregation  - 
working  one  hour  a  week  because  that's  when  the 
service  is?   The  answer  is  obviously  no.   This  is  a 
despicable  aspect  of  this  campaign.   And  if  you  had 
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any  self-respect  and  if  you  had  any  compassion  in 
and  any  thought  about  being  fair  and  caring  about 
community  and  responding  to  the  kinds  of  things  that 
Representative  Ruane  articulately  said,  you  would 
drop  that  garbage  in  a  moment.   Senator  Clancy. 

SENATOR  CLANCY:   Mr.  Faulkner,  I  just  want 
to  follow  up  with  Senator  Wilkerson's  last  point. 
You  said  you  are  being  paid  $30,000  a  year.   Is  that 


right? 


salary? 


MR.  FAULKNER:   Around  that,  yes. 

SENATOR  CLANCY:   I  am  sorry.   What  is  your 


MR.  FAULKNER:   It  is  around  $30,000,  yes 


Senator,  I  also  get  two  weeks  vacation.   I  show  up 
for  work  every  day. 

SENATOR  CLANCY:   That's  an  evasive  answer 
Could  I  ask  you,  what  is  your  compensation? 

MR.  FAULKNER:   Around  $31,000,  I  guess, 
$30,000,  $31,000.   I  don't  know  the  precise  cents. 
It  is  around  that,  though. 

SENATOR  CLANCY:   You  don't  know  what  you 
make  a  year? 

MR.  FAULKNER:   Yes. 

SENATOR  CLANCY:   What  is  it,  then,  sir? 
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MR.  FAULKNER:    $3  1,000. 

SENATOR  CLANCY:   Thank  you.   Do  you  get  any 
health  insurance  benefits  from  that? 
MR.  FAULKNER:   Yes. 
SENATOR  CLANCY:   Do  you  get  retirement? 


MR.  FAULKNER:   No,  not  really.   In  terms  of 


retirement 


I  am  not  sure  I  understand 


SENATOR  CLANCY:   Do  you  pay  into  any 
retirement  system  of  any  sort? 

MR.  FAULKNER:   I  have  an  IRA. 

SENATOR  CLANCY:   Does  your  employer  make 
any  contribution  to  that? 

MR.  FAULKNER:   Yes. 


job? 


SENATOR  CLANCY:   Is  this  your  full-time 


MR.  FAULKNER:   Yes,  it  is.    I  show  up 


Monday  through  Friday.   So,  up  8:30  in  the  morning 
and  leave  roughly  quarter  of  five  at  night,  just  to 
be  precise,  Senator. 

SENATOR  CLANCY:   I  don't  doubt  that  for  a 
second,  sir.   I  am  sure  you  work  very  hard  at  your- 
job.   To  gather  all  those  signatures  on  any  petition 
is  indicative  of  being  full-time  and  working  very 
hard  at  what  you  do.   I  am  not  challenging  you.   If 
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the  six-month  proposal  is  adopted  that  you  are 
advocating,  would  you  consider  that  your  position, 
then,  should  become  half  time? 

MR.  FAULKNER:   I  tell  you,  if  Barbara 
Anderson  said  to  me  -  - 

SENATOR  CLANCY:   Sir  -- 

MR.  FAULKNER:   May  I  answer  the  question, 
sir? 

SENATOR  CLANCY:   I  am  asking  you  -- 

MR.  FAULKNER:  If  Barbara  Anderson  said  to 
me  "Would  you  work  six  months  at  23  grand?"  I  would 
take  it  in  a  second. 

SENATOR  CLANCY:   Would  you  consider  working 
at  your  job  half  time,  which  would  be  half  of  your 
salary,  which  I  guess  would  be  $15,500? 

MR.  FAULKNER:   Sure,  I'd  consider  it.   I 
would  consider  a  lot  of  things. 

SENATOR  CLANCY:   Would  you  do  that? 

MR.  FAULKNER:   Senator  -- 

SENATOR  CLANCY:   Would  you  do  that? 

MR.  FAULKNER:   You  are  asking  me  a 
hypothetical  question.   I  don't  know.   Perhaps. 
What  are  you  getting  at? 

SENATOR  CLANCY:    If  the  session  goes  to  six 
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months,  are  you  going  to  be  consistent  and  do 
yourself  what  you  are  asking  us  to  do? 

MR.  FAULKNER:   I  am  not  sure  because,  for 
one  thing  --  let  me  mention  this  --  for  one  thing, 
it  wouldn't  have  worked  this  past  year  because  we 
were  involved  in  a  petition  drive  and  we  start  the 
petition  drive,  generally,  planning  in  July.   We  go 
out  through  the  fall.   Quite  obviously,  I  had  to 
work  full-time  this  past  year,  with  or  without  a 
six-month  session. 

SENATOR  CLANCY:   But  if  it  does  change  to 
six  months,  would  you  go  in  and  ask  your  boss,  if  it 
is  Ms.  Anderson  or  the  board,  whatever,  to  cut  your 
salary  in  half  and  work  for  six  months? 

MR.  FAULKNER:   I'd  have  to  see  what  the  job 
entails  for  the  six  months  or  not  in  session. 

SENATOR  CLANCY:   Do  you  think  we  would  be 
working  for  any  of  the  six  months  that  we  are  not  in 


session? 


MR.  FAULKNER:   I  would  imagine  you  would  be 


taking  phone  calls,  yes. 


SENATOR  CLANCY:   Thank  you.   I  have  no 


further  questions 


SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Thank  you.   Any  other 
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questions?   Thank  you  for  your  testimony. 

REPRESENTATIVE  HALL:   Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
to  leave  about  1:30. 

SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Richard  Freedman.   And 
then  we  will  call  on  Mr.  Gould  following  Mr. 
Freedman . 

RICHARD  FREEDMAN:   I  am  Richard  Freedman 
from  Newton.   I  came  here  in  support  of  the 
petition,  but  I  hadn't  intended  to  testify.   I 
hadn't  had  anything  I  planned  to  say,  but  by  the 
second  speaker  I  was  taking  notes  and  I  knew  there 
were  some  things  I  would  have  to  rebut. 

One  of  the  speakers  some  time  ago  talked 
about  this  petition  as  not  the  right  way  to  address 
the  situation,  and  I  wonder  what  we  can  compare  it 
to.   The  way  the  pay  raise  was  actually  done  is 
certainly  not  the  right  way,  and  there  has  to  be  a 
better  way,  then,  for  what  we  had.   If  we  wanted  to 
attract  good  candidates,  which  people  say  we  need 
this  full  salary  to  have,  then  it  would  make  more 
sense  to  propose  a  pay  increase  to  take  effect  after 
the  next  election  so  people,  in  deciding  whether  to 
run  for  the  office,  would  have  that  information  to 
take  into  account. 
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The  way  it  was  done  instead  was  clearly  a 
benefit  to  the  people  who  had  already  one  election 
but  had  done  so  by  excluding  the  people  who  might 
have  been  attracted  by  the  higher  pay.   Obviously 
attractiveness  was  not  a  major  factor.   Several 
people  have  been  asking,  "Who  are  we  going  to  get?" 
And  my  answer  is  we  will  get  citizens  who  are 
willing  to  make  a  temporary  sacrifice  in  their  civic 
duty.   We  are  not  trying  to  pay  jurors  any  wage  they 
can  live  on  as  jurors  because  we  don't  expect  that 
to  be  a  career,  we  don't  expect  that  to  be  a 
long-term  sacrifice.   But  I  don't  expect  that  to  be 
any  difficulty  if  people  are  willing  to  make  the 
sacrifice  for  a  term  or  perhaps  two  terms  to  do 
their  civic  duty. 

There  was  the  question  about  the  states 
with  other  legislatures,  with  part-time 
legislatures.   Most  of  them  have  a  better  mix  of 
occupations.   We  don't  have  only  the  retired  old 
ladies  or  the  full-time  lawyers  or  the  real  estate 
salesmen,  but  I  think  we  might  be  closer  to  that 
tendency  in  Massachusetts  than  in  most  of  the  states 
with  the  part-time  legislatures. 

I  talked  to  my  boss  about  the  possibility 
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of  an  extended  leave  and  was  told  that  my  company 
policy  --  I  am  a  computer  programmer,  by  the  way, 
for  one  of  the  defense  contractors  in  the  area.   I 
asked  about  an  extended  leave,  and  they  said  that 
they  can  give  leave  up  to  six  months.   Beyond  that, 
I  could  get  a  leave  if  I  were  appointed  to  a 
political  office,  but  nothing  about  running  for  an 
office.   I  could  get  a  leave  of  up  to  six  months.   A 
leave  beyond  that  would  require  me  to  either  join 
the  military,  which  I  am  afraid  I  don't  meet  the 
standards  for  the  military,  or  I  would  have  to 
become  pregnant,  and  I  thought  that  was  too  much  of 
a  sacrifice  to  make. 

Judge  Todd  talked  earlier  about  the  danger 
of  having  an  aristocracy  if  we  have  this  kind  of 
legislature,  and  I  am  afraid  we  have  something  that 
is  uncomfortably  close  to  that  already.   We  have 
people  who  are  questioning  the  citizens'  rights  to 
make  the  conditions.   It  is  the  citizens  who  are 
employing  you,  and  the  citizens  should  have  the 
right  to  set  the  salary,  and  you  have  the  right  to  . 
say  no,  you  don't  want  it,  you  will  seek  another 
job,  just  like  people  do  in  the  private  sector  if 
they  don't  agree  with  the  conditions  that  their 
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employer  wants  to  set  up  for  their  employment.   But 
you  don't  have  the  right  to  say,  "No,  this  is  the 
way  it  has  to  be  and  we  are  going  to  insist  it  be 
paid  the  way  we  want  and  full-time  the  way  we 


want . " 


The  Senate  president  had  minimized  the 


amount  that  was  involved,  but  I  think  the  symbolism 
of  the  pay  raise  is  a  far  bigger  thing  than  the 
actual  amount  would  warrant.   Just  the  fact  that 
people  give  themselves  this  emergency  preamble, 
middle  -  of  -  the  -  night  lame  duck  session  increase. 
There  was  a  reference  to  having  legislators  who 
would  be  eligible  for  welfare  or  other  entitlements, 
and  I  wonder  how  many  of  the  New  Hampshire 
legislators  who  get  $100  a  year  are  collecting  FDCA 
or  any  other  kind  of  welfare  health. 

I  skipped  one  thing  regarding  who  is  in 
charge  here.   When  Senator  Birmingham  talked  about 
the  fact  they  are  planning  a  constitutional 
challenge,  I  think  this  is  one  of  the  clearest 
indications  of  forgetting  who  is  the  boss  here.   He 
is,  in  a  sense,  hiding  behind  the  constitution  to 
flout  the  clearly  expressed  will  of  the  electorate 
who,  after  all,  has  the  right  to  make  the  rules.   If 


DORIS  0.  WONG  ASSOCIATES 


130 


we  want  overwhelmingly  to  change  the  rules,  it 
doesn't  seem  fair  that  you  should  say,  "No,  the 
constitution  won't  let  us  do  it  this  way."   There 
ought  to  be  a  process  by  which  we  can  amend  the 
constitution.   And  if  this  is  it  and  if  we  are 
meeting  the  spirit  of  that  process,  to  attack  it  on 
technicalities,  even  if  it  were  successful,  is 
clearly  violating  the  spirit  of  the  process. 

I  will  close  with  a  couple  of  lines  from  a 
document  that  some  of  you  may  recognize.   You  have 
been  out  of  the  public  schools  long  enough.   I  am 
afraid  the  later  group  may  be  less  familiar  with  it, 
but  there  is  a  reference  to  our  government  having 
been  established  with  --  "Governments  are  instituted 
among  men  to  secure  these  rights,  and  if  government 
becomes  destructive  of  those  ends  it  is  the  right  of 
the  people  to  alter  or  abolish  it." 

Now,  we  are  not  advocating  any  kind  of 
revolution,  we  are  not  advocating  any  kind  of 
violence  or  abolition,  but  we  certainly  should  have 
the  right  to  alter  it.   Thank  you. 

SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Thank  you  for  your 
testimony.   Questions? 

REPRESENTATIVE  DiFILIPPI:   Did  your 
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employer  indicate  that  you  could  get  this  six-month 
leave  once  or  every  year? 

MR.  FREEDMAN:   That  wasn't  discussed.   I 
didn't  bring  it  up  with  them. 

REPRESENTATIVE  DiFILIPPI:   Do  you  think  you 
could  get  it  every  year? 

MR.  FREEDMAN:    I  suspect  I  could. 

REPRESENTATIVE  DiFILIPPI:   I  assume  you  are 
going  to  run  for  office? 

MR.  FREEDMAN:   I  am  very  strongly 
considering  it.   In  fact,  it  is  very  likely. 

REPRESENTATIVE  DiFILIPPI:     You  are  making 
more  than  $46,000  a  year  now? 


MR.  FREEDMAN:   Yes.   Much  more.   Twice 


that  . 


REPRESENTATIVE  DiFILIPPI:    So  you  are 


willing  to  give  up  six  months  for  $23,000? 

MR.  FREEDMAN:   As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  have 
cut  back  drastically  on  my  work  hours  for  the  past 
several  months  to  learn  about  the  political  process 
and  how  to  campaign  and  to  prepare  for  campaigning, 
so  I  have  already  taken  much  more  of  a  cut  in  my 


salary 


SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Any  other  questions? 
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Senator . 


SENATOR  MURRAY:   Just  a  statement, 


actually.   I  am  elected  by  the  150,000-plus  people 
in  the  district  to  serve  them.   I  believe  I 
represent  their  views.   When  you  say  you  have  a 
petition,  people  sign  a  petition,  please  don't  tell 
me  those  people  who  signed  are  my  constituents. 
Perhaps  some  of  them  are,  but  overwhelmingly  the 
people  who  sent  me  here  pulled  a  lever  on  the  ballot 
to  send  me  here.   Those  are  the  people  I  represent. 
Those  are  the  people  that  asked  me  to  come  here. 

MR.  FREEDMAN:   And  if  those  people  want  the 
right  to  vote  on  a  petition  that  will  cut  your  pay 
and  change  the  terms  of  your  employment,  shouldn't 
they  have  the  right  to  pull  the  ballot  for  that 


too? 


SENATOR  MURRAY:   Are  you  saying  that  those 


are  the  same  people  who  voted  for  me? 

MR.  FREEDMAN:    I  don't  know.    I  don't  know 
the  constituency. 

SENATOR  MURRAY:   Mr.  Chairman,  I  had  the  ■ 
opportunity  of  shopping  at  one  of  our  malls  during 
the  holiday  season  and  saw  some  of  the 
petit  ion- gatherers  and  was,  frankly,  surprised  at 
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the  bullying  tactics  and  stepping  in  front  of 
people's  ways  as  they  tried  to  make  their  way 
through  and  holding  things  up  to  their  face  and 
saying  "You  have  to  sign  this,"  and  then  going 
through  a  litany.   They  have  a  little  written 
testimony,  what  we  don't  do,  and  it  was  how  many 
minutes  we  spend  here  and  how  many  hours  we  spend 


here 


MR.  FREEDMAN:   There  are  a  lot  of  political 


positions  on  which  you  could  find  extremists  who  use 
deplorable  tactics.   I  am  not  familiar  with  the 
tactics.   I  haven't  been  at  that  place,  and  I  am 
certainly  not  responsible  for  it.   But  there  are 
very  popular  positions  that  have  people  using 
unpopular  methods  in  their  support. 

REPRESENTATIVE  GREENE:    I  may  have 
misunderstood  something.   Did  you  say  this  pay  raise 
passed  in  the  middle  of  the  night? 

MR.  FREEDMAN:   It  passed  in  a  lame  duck 
session.   I  don't  know  what  time  that  was. 

REPRESENTATIVE  GREENE:   I  thought  you  said 
in  the  middle  of  the  night. 

MR.  FREEDMAN:   I  might  have  said  that. 

REPRESENTATIVE  GREENE:   I've  heard  this 
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continually  from  people  who  were  seeking  signatures 
and  people  who  were  advocating  this,  and  I  think  it 
is  disingenuous  of  you  to  say  that,  and  I  don't 
think  it  was  accidental  because  I  have  heard  it  time 
and  time  again  when,  in  fact,  the  pay  raise  passed 
in  the  middle  of  the  afternoon  on  television  on  a 
counted  vote.   And  I  think  that  it's  important  -- 

MR.  FREEDMAN:   That  aspect  may  have  been 
unfounded.   And  if  it  is  incorrect,  I  apologize. 

REPRESENTATIVE  GREENE:   Secondly,  I  find  it 
an  amazing  statement  that  you  made  that  the  Senate 
president  should  not  challenge  something  on  a 
constitutional  basis  because  you  gathered 
signatures.   If  it  is  unconstitutional,  it  should 
still  go  forward?   What  you  are  advocating,  sir,  is 
anarchy.   We  are  a  government  of  laws.   And  if  those 
laws  have  been  violated,  then  they  should  be  upheld 
as  a  violation. 


MR.  FREEDMAN:   We  are  a  government  of  the 


people 


REPRESENTATIVE  GREENE:   And  for  you  to 
advocate  any  other  position  is  just,  as  I  said, 


anarchy 


MR.  FREEDMAN:   Any  substantive  challenge  on 
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the  laws  we  would  certainly  be  well  founded  to 
make.   A  technical  challenge  which  is  in  violation 
of  the  clearly  expressed  will  of  the  electorate  is 
posturing . 

REPRESENTATIVE  GREENE:   Should  we  tear  the 
constitution  up  or  should  we  burn  it? 

MR.  FREEDMAN:   We  perhaps  should  repeal  it 
and  amend  it . 

REPRESENTATIVE  GREENE:    I  see. 

MR.  FREEDMAN:   The  last  time  it  became 
necessary  to  do  this  by  force 

REPRESENTATIVE  GREENE:   We  will  repeal  the 
constitution,  sir.   That's  wonderful. 

MR.  FREEDMAN:   It  has  been  necessary  in  the 
past  to  create  a  new  government  by  force.   I  am 
hoping  it  doesn't  have  to  come  to  that. 

REPRESENTATIVE  GREENE:   You  have  mentioned 
extremists  in  all  positions,  sir. 


MR.  FREEDMAN 


I  don't  think  I  am  an 


extremist 


REPRESENTATIVE  GREENE:    I  would  hate,  sir, 


to  meet  an  extremist. 


MR.  FREEDMAN:   That's  why  their  petitions 
have  stamps  on  them,  or  written  on  them. 
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SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Thank  goodness  this  is 
being  recorded  so  that  we  have  a  record  of  this 
dialogue.   Thank  you,  Representative. 

Let  me  ask  you,  you  are  considering  running 
for  public  office  for  potentially  a  seat  in  the 
state  legislature? 

MR.  FREEDMAN:   I  didn't  intend  to  make  any 
kind  of  announcement  at  this  stage. 

SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   If  you  were  to  consider 
to  run  for  a  seat  on  the  legislature  under  the 
configuration  that  would  be  in  place  after  this 
ballot  question  passed,  were  it  to  pass,  for  the 
six-month  period  of  the  legislature,  approximately 
how  many  hours  a  week  would  you  expect  to  be 
working? 

MR.  FREEDMAN:    I  don't  know. 

SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Would  you  expect  to  be 
working,  as  Mr.  Faulkner  has  described  it,  seven 
weeks  out  of  the  six  months? 

MR.  FREEDMAN:   I  would  expect  that  the 
total  hours  in  session  would  be  a  fairly  small 
proportion  of  the  work.   I  am  granting  that  there  is 
a  considerable  amount  of  time  that  you  have  to  spend 
when  you  are  not  in  session. 
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SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   As  a  proponent  of  this 
measure  and  as  someone  who  is  involved  enough  to 
have  come  to  testify  today  --  and  did  I  hear  you  say 
you  helped  collect  signatures? 

MR.  FREEDMAN:   Yes. 

SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   As  a  member  of  this 
campaign,  then,  would  you  concur  with  my  analysis 
that  it  would  be  unreasonable  to  continue  to  say 
what  Mr.  Faulkner  is  saying,  thereby  leaving  the 
impression  in  the  minds  of  the  people  who  must  make 
a  decision  about  whether  to  vote  for  this  or  not 
that  the  legislature,  during  the  period  of  time  he 
measured,  worked  seven  weeks  out  of  that  particular 


year? 


MR.  FREEDMAN:   I  will  leave  it  to  him  to 


figure  out  who  he  wants  to  consult  with  on  the 
wording.   I  don't  want  to  get  involved  with  the 


wording . 


SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   What  would  you  say  as 


you  campaigned  in  favor  of  this? 

MR.  FREEDMAN:    I  would  say  that  if  I  am 
collecting  --  well,  I  have  been  disappointed  in 
looking  at  the  calendar  of  what  is  involved  and 
realizing  that  I  would  not  be  allowed  by  the 
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calendar  to  collect  signatures  on  a  nomination 
petition  and  signatures  on  a  CPR  petition  at  the 
same  time.   Unfortunately,  the  nomination  petitions 
have  to  be  turned  in  much  earlier,  but  I  would 
prefer  to  campaign  giving  people  both  petitions  to 
sign  at  the  same  time.   If  I  campaign,  I  will 
certainly  do  so  telling  people  that  I  support  the 
pay  raise  repeal . 

SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   But  will  you  tell  them 
the  truth  about  what  you  understand  this  job  to  be 
or  will  you  continue  to  use  this  disingenuous  -- 

MR.  FREEDMAN:  If  they  raise  any  question 
about  what  I  expect  the  job  to  be,  I  will  describe 
it  as  I  understand  it. 

SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Thank  you.   Thank  you 
very  much.   Any  other  questions?   Seeing  none,  we 
will  call  Mr.  Gould.   Followed  by  that  testimony 
will  be  Representative  Fagan  and  Representative 
Marini  and  Representative  Lepper. 

MR.  GOULD:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman, 
members  of  the  joint  committee.   For  the  record,  I- 
am  John  Gould,  president  and  chief  executive  officer 
of  Associated  Industries  of  Massachusetts.   It  is 
located  in  Boston.   AIM  is  an  organization 
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representing  3500  employers  and  slightly  more  than 
500,000  employees  across  the  Commonwealth.   AIM'S 
mission  is  to  advocate  public  policy  that  advances 
economic  stability  and  promotes  economic  growth  that 
benefits  Massachusetts,  employers  and  employees 
alike.   That's  why  AIM  appears  here  today  to  oppose 
House  5780 . 

Because  AIM  is  an  employer  organization, 
our  members  know  that  to  attract  and  retain 
competent,  committed  people,  we  must  offer  them 
reasonable  pay.   Massachusetts  legislators  hold 
positions  of  leadership  and  responsibility  in  what 
is  now  a  17 -billion- dollar ,  with  a  " b , " 
bill  ion- dollar- a-year  organization  and  they  should 
receive  adequate  compensation  for  their  time  and 
their  effort.   And  that  is  why  a  little  over  a  year 
ago  AIM  testified  in  favor  of  raising  legislative 
salaries  to  their  current  level. 

This  proposed  legislation,  House  5780, 
would  be  ill-advised  even  if  its  purpose  were  merely 
to  undo  that  positive  step.   In  fact,  however,  its 
real  purpose  is  potentially  much  more  sweeping  and 
damaging  to  government  competence.   It  would  create 
a  half-time  legislature.   That  would  seriously 
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affect  recruitment  into  the  legislative  ranks  in 
terms  of  both  ability  and  diversity.   How  many 
qualified  people  can  afford  to  consider  a  half-time 
job  at  $23,000  a  year,  much  less  ,  incidentally, 
than  this  Commonwealth  paid  legislators  in  1982. 
And  this  proposal  comes  at  a  time  when  state 
government  is  about  to  be  handed  responsibility  for 
a  broad  range  of  key  federal  programs  that  affect 
all  our  lives  in  this  devolvement . 

In  a  half-time  legislature  members  would 
have  little  or  no  time  to  develop  their  own 
expertise  and  their  own  independent  views  on  complex 
issues.   They  would  have  little  time  to  consult 
opinion  in  their  districts  or  to  run  the  constituent 
service.   They  would  have  little  time  to  debate  and 
deliberate  the  increasing  volume  of  public  policy 
decisions  before  them  and  they  would  find  it 
difficult,  to  say  the  very  least,  to  respond  to 
emergencies  that  might  arise  in  the  second  half  of 


any  year 


This  bill  represents,  moreover,  an 


inappropriate  use  of  the  initiative  process  to 
destabilize  our  fundamental  political  institutions. 
It  would  effect  a  deceptive  back  door  change  in  the 
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Commonwealth's  frame  of  government  by  severely- 
compromising  the  basic  constitutional  principle  of 
checks  and  balances.   This  is  a,  radical,  dangerous 
and  quite  possibly  unconstitutional  measure. 

The  points  I  raise  here  are  realistic  and 
important  business  issues,  concerns  that  relate  in 
very  direct  ways  to  the  quality  of  the  business 
climate  and  the  economic  well-being  of 
Massachusetts.   While  business  does  not  necessarily 
like  everything  government  does,  business  and  all  of 
society  needs  stable,  competent,  full-time 
government.   That  is  why  AIM'S  board  of  directors 
voted  by  acclamation  to  oppose  this  initiative. 

Beyond  that,  all  of  us  as  citizens  should 
ask  some  very  important  questions  about  this  bill. 
How  serious  are  the  evident  defects  in  this 
ill-considered  initiative  proposal  and  what  hidden 
flaws  work  within  it?   Is  this  the  way  procedurally 
and  substantively  that  we  should  make  profound 
changes  in  the  checks  and  balances  that  are  the 
foundation  of  our  government?   And  what  kind  of 
government  do  we  want?   An  effective  and  balanced 
government  that  is  responsive  to  the  diverse  needs 
of  our  people  or  a  weak,  unstable  government  under 
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the  sway  of  unelected  single  -  interest  bureaucrats? 

These  are  among  the  very  serious  questions 
that  House  5780  raises  as  you  hear  it  this 


morning 


excuse  me 


this  afternoon.   And  beyond 


those  direct  questions  that  are  apparent,  reasonable 
citizens  must  question  as  well  the  rationale  and  the 
economic  motivations  less  implicit  in  this  bill. 
Positive  actions  on  the  part  of  this  legislature 
worked  to  hasten  this  Commonwealth's  recovery  from 
the  deep  recession  it  faced  as  the  1990s  began. 

The  once  balanced  power  between  the 
executive  and  the  legislative  branches  of  government 
has  eroded  in  favor  of  the  executive  branch 
continually  over  recent  periods  and  the  devolvement 
of  formerly  federalized  programs  to  the  states  in 
this  period  immediately  ahead  of  us  cries  out  for 
experienced  rather  than  novice  legislators.   Mr. 
Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I  submit  to 
you  that  enactment  of  House  5780  at  this  point  in 
time  would  be  a  disservice  to  Massachusetts  and  all 
its  citizens.   I  thank  you  for  your  courtesy  and 
your  attention.   I  would  be  happy  to  try  to  respond 
to  any  questions. 

SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Thank  you  for  your 
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testimony.   Are  there  any  questions? 

Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Gould. 

MR.  GOULD:   Thank  you. 

SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Representative.   Thank 
you  also  for  your  patience.   I  know  typically  we 
take  legislators  out  of  turn  as  soon  as  they  come 


in . 


But  given  the  nature  of  this  hearing,  I 


appreciate  your  indulgence. 

REPRESENTATIVE  FAGAN :   Thank  you,  Mr. 
Chairman,  and  the  members  of  this  committee  with 
whom  I  am  proud  to  serve  as  a  member  of  the 
Massachusetts  state  legislature.   For  the  record,  my 
name  is  James  Fagan.   I  represent  the  3rd  Bristol 
District,  and  that's  the  City  of  Taunton.   I  am  in 
my  second  term  as  state  legislator  and  I  am  a  small 
businessman  who  runs  his  own  business  and  employs  13 
people  in  the  Commonwealth. 

We  have  for  too  long  allowed  the  people  who 
are  bringing  this  argument  to  us  to  set  the  stage 
for  the  argument  on  an  entirely  false  premise  that 
this  is  about  money  and  salary.   It  is  not.   What  • 
this  argument  and  what  this  bill  are  about  is  about 
the  insidious  destruction  of  democracy  as  we  know  it 
and  as  it  was  intended  to  work. 
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As  I  sit  back  and  listen  to  one  after 
another  talk  about  the  democratic  right  of  petition, 
I  think  in  my  own  mind  to  what  was  really  intended 
by  our  constitutional  founders,  a  system  of  checks 
and  balances  in  which  the  legislative  branch  would 
be  a  coequal  check  on  the  executive  branch  to  be 
overseen  by  a  coequal  branch  of  the  judiciary. 

The  power  of  referendum,  as  suggested,  was 
for  the  rare  instance  and  not  the  case  at  hand. 
What  we  have  here  is  an  underlying  attempt  by  those 
who  would  destroy  democracy  as  we  know  it,  those  who 
would  be  unable  to  be  elected  in  a  three-legged  race 
with  a  dog  to  any  public  office,  those  people  for 
whom  the  contact  that  it  takes,  the  constituent 
relationships  that  are  necessary  to  build  the  trust, 
and  the  ability  to  be  elected  to  represent  the  good 
people  that  we  represent  individually  and 
collectively  would  have  no  chance  whatsoever.   And 
their  answer  is,  by  an  insidious  means,  to  attempt 
to  destroy  democracy. 

In  1958  Nikita  Khrushchev,  then  dictator  of 
Russia,  pointed  out  quite  correctly  that  America 
could  only  fall  and  democracy  could  only  be  attacked 
from  within.   In  1930  Germany,  we  were  able  to 
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1  witness  the  overthrow  of  constitutional  government, 

2  as  the  speaker  once  removed  from  me  suggested, 

3  because  the  power  of  government  does  not  diminish  in 

4  any  way  as  a  result  of  the  means  in  which  we  are 

5  elected.   There  is  a  power  of  government  that 

6  remains  constant.   And  our  forefathers  and  the 

7  founders  of  our  nation  and  those  people  who  thought 

8  and  studied  how  the  democratic  process  should  be 

9  created  recognized  the  need  for  the  checks  and 

10  balances  that  the  previous  speaker  alluded  to.   And 

11  what  will  we  have  by  this? 

12  To  those  people  who  say  we  will  work  half 

13  time,  I  say,  ha,  even  the  readers  of  the  newspaper 

14  that  doesn't  use  verbs  would  quickly  recognize  that 

15  that  is  a  preposterous  assumption  blown  forth  on  the 

16  winds  of  their  cynicism,  their  hatred,  and  their 

17  talk  show  bite-size  sound  segments.   What  would  we 

18  have?   We  would  have,  as  a  man  that  I  held  in  the 

19  highest  esteem,  the  late  John  Parker,  minority 

20  leader  of  the  Senate  for  those  many  years  elected  to 

21  represent  the  people  of  Bristol  County,  a  resident, 

22  friend  and  colleague  of  my  parents  and  a  man  who  I 

23  grew  up  in  the  shadow  of,  once  said  of  government, 

24  "Should  this  be  allowed  to  happen,  we  will  have  a 
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1  government  of  boys,  housewives  and  the  idiot 

2  children  of  the  idle  rich."   There  will  be  no  more 

3  representation  of  people.   The  common  man  will  no 

4  longer  have  a  place  at  the  table. 

5  I  have  been  very  fortunate  that  I  have  a 

6  business,  I  have  a  job.   When  I  ran  for  this  job,  I 

7  honestly  did  not  know  the  salary,  nor  did  I  care, 

8  because  I  didn't  have  to  be  supported  by  the  fuels 

9  of  hatred.   I  had  a  job  I  could  go  to,  something 

10  none  of  the  rest  of  the  people  who  testified  as 

11  proponents  of  this  could  speak  to.   Without  hatred, 

12  without  the  language  of  hatred,  without  the 

13  literature  of  cynicism  none  of  them  would  work.   We 

14  would  pay  for  them  on  our  rolls. 

15  They  found  a  place  in  the  democratic 

16  process.   They  found  a  place  in  our  business  society 

17  to  promote  themselves  on  the  winds  of  hate  and 

18  cynicism.   But  we  shouldn't  be  led  into  that 

19  argument.   This  is  not  about  the  money.   This  is 

20  about  the  dissolution  of  the  power  of  the 

21  legislature  and  the  centering  of  that  power,  as  the 

22  legislative  branch  is  diminished,  to  the  executive, 

23  so  that  when  the  lobbyist  who  might  have  had  to  make 

24  his  calls  on  many  will  now  only  have  to  make  it  on 
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one  branch,  the  executive,  so  that  the  checks  and 
balances  which  are  necessary  to  keep  government  in 
place  will  be  wiped  out  and  there  will  only  be  one 
to  deal  with. 

Yes,  it  will  be  a  nominal  legislature,  it 
will  be  a  legislature  that  has  been  emasculated,  and 
I  am  the  poster  child  of  all  that  is  hated.   I  am  a 
lawyer.   I  run  my  own  business.   I  was  photographed 
by  Joe  Bergantino.   I  go  to  those  banquets,  I  go  to 
the  Boy  Scout  installations,  I  coach  little  league 
baseball,  I  umpire  high  school  baseball,  I  am  at  all 
the  functions  in  my  community  because  I  believe  that 
the  most  important  part  of  my  job  as  a  legislator  is 
being  in  touch  on  a  regular  basis  with  all  of  the 
real  people  that  live,  work,  raise  their  families  in 
my  district,  the  people  who  have  day-to-day  issues 
that  are  important  to  them.   And  as  a  part  of  that 
community  and  a  part  of  that  district,  I  know  those 
people  better  than  any  other,  and  that's  why  I  am 
here  and  that's  why  I  represent  them. 

And  we  should  not  allow  these  purveyors  of 
hate  and  cynicism  to  frame  this  as  an  argument  with 
regard  to  money.   It  is  not.   It  is  their  attempt  to 
undo  and  undermine  the  democratic  process.   Thank 


DORIS  0.  WONG  ASSOCIATES 


148 


you  Senator,  members  of  the  committee. 

SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Thank  you  very  much  for 
your  testimony.   Any  questions?   Thank  you, 
Representative . 

REPRESENTATIVE  FAGAN :   Thank  you. 

SENATOR  JAJUGA:   Mr.  Chairman,  I 
apologize.   Before  you  call  up  the  next  witness, 
first  of  all,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  may  beg  your 
indulgence  for  just  a  minute.   I  have  to  leave  here, 
Mr.  Chairman,  because  I  have  a  prior  scheduled 
meeting  relative  to  the  public  safety 
reorganization . 

Much  has  been  said,  Mr.  Chairman,  about  our 
roles  and  responsibilities  in  the  legislature,  and  I 
heard  from  Representative  Ruane ,  I  heard  his  anger 
and  his  pain,  and  I  share  with  that,  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  had  to  leave  just  a  little  prior  to  this  to 
address  the  independent  living  centers,  a  group  I 
have  been  working  with  for  the  last  several  years 
trying  to  ensure  that  they  receive  adequate  benefits 
and  support,  and  I  was  struck  by  the  concern  on 
their  faces  when  I  was  up  in  the  nursing  home,  Mr. 
Chairman,  and  they  were  suggesting  that  the 
reorganization  would  not  provide  them  the  basic 
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quality  life  and  services  and  they  were  looking  to 
the  legislature,  that  coequal  branch  of  government, 
to  help,  to  help  ensure  that  they  receive  just  the 
basic  services,  no  more,  Mr.  Chairman. 

And  I  have  to  leave,  Mr.  Chairman.   But  I 
wrote  an  op-ed  piece  in  the  Lawrence  Eagle 


Tribune 


I  would  provide  it  to  all  of  those 


on 


the  pay  raise  issue,  Mr.  Chairman.   And  when  I  ran 
in  1994  against  an  opponent,  the  pay  raise  was  part 
of  the  campaign  against  Jim  Jajuga.   I  said  then, 
Mr.  Chairman,  that  I  didn't  think  that  the  salary 
level  was  adequate.   I  didn't  know  what  was  involved 
in  this  job,  Mr.  Chairman.   I  quickly  learned.   And 

1  know  in  this  article  I  suggest  I  spend  a  minimum 
60  hours  a  week.   I  heard  one  of  the  speakers 
suggest,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  we  are  only  in  session 

2  3  1  hours . 

I  meet  two  or  three  mornings  a  week  at  7:30 
8:00  in  the  morning  for  breakfast,  and  then  I  come 
into  Boston  every  single  day,  and  every  single 
Friday  go  to  office  hours,  and  I  am  proud  of  the 
work  that  I  do  on  behalf  of  my  constituents.   And  I 
am  prepared,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  make  this  argument  to 
my  constituents  as  well  as  other  constituents 
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because  I  agree  with  several  of  my  colleagues  here 
that  I  think  this  is  misplaced  and  misguided,  but  I 
do  respect  their  right.   I  do  respect  that,  Mr. 
Chairman.   And  therefore  I  would  like  to  make  this 
following  suggestion  for  the  committee.   I  believe, 
Mr.  Chairman,  that  this  petition  should  move 
forward.   I  believe  that  it  would  serve  us  no 
purpose,  no  purpose,  other  than  to  stand  in  the  way 
of  our  arguments,  our  well-placed  arguments,  our 
solid,  solid  arguments  that  we  can  make  to  our 
individual  constituents. 

I  have  seen  some  of  the  names  on  the 
petition.   Some  of  the  individuals  that  I  have 
spoken  to  did  not  even  know  what  they  were  signing. 
I  am  not  suggesting  that's  the  case  with  each  one  of 
those,  Mr.  Chairman,  but  I  am  suggesting  to  stand  in 
the  way  now  would  just  give  them  more  ammunition.   I 
suggest,  Mr.  Chairman,  let's  let  this  petition  move 
forward.   Let  me  in  my  own  way  and  representatives 
of  my  district  argue  that  we  deserve  the  pay,  that 
appropriate  salary  level,  and  that's  what  the 
argument  is  about. 

I  don't  understand  all  these  arguments  here 
about  Halloween.   That  didn't  take  place  when  I  was 
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here.   I  got  here  in  1991.   I  am  very  proud,  Mr. 
Chairman,  extremely  proud  and  I  am  only  serving  one 
more  term.   I  believe  in  term  limits.   And  even 
though  it  wasn't  voted  on,  I  am  only  serving,  I'm 
only  running  one  more  term  and  I  am  leaving.   I  have 
said  that  to  the  public,  I  write  it  down.   I  am 
leaving,  Mr.  Chairman.   I  am  working  as  hard  as  I 
can  for  eight  years.   But  damn  it,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
deserve  that  salary.   I  think  it  is  appropriate  for 
the  position  and  I  can  justify  the  amount  of  time 
and  the  hours  I  spend,  and  it  is  not  just  the  231 
hours.   It  is  not  that. 

And  you  know,  Mr.  Chairman,  everybody  in 
this  audience  knows  that  I  was  a  state  police 
officer,  and  I  worked  hard.   I  worked  right  up  to 
the  day  I  retired,  and  I  worked  for  21  years.   I 
worked  19  1/2  in  the  drug  unit,  and  I  cared  and  I 
was  committed,  and  I  saw  so  many  things  that  I 
wanted  to  change,  and  I  saw  no  other  place  to  go  to 
make  those  changes  but  here. 

No  one  in  my  family  has  ever  run  for 
office.   As  a  matter  of  fact,  all  the  democrats 
said,  "You  can't  win.   Don't  do  it.   You  don't  have 
any  background,  expertise,  no  political 
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organization,  you  can't  do  it."   But  I  said  I  want 
to  speak  for  the  people.   I  want  to  right  some 
wrongs  and  I  want  to  go  in  and  make  some  changes  and 
truly  work  for  them.   And  that's  what  I  have  been 
doing,  and  I  am  not  ashamed  of  anything  I  have 
done.   But  I  will  tell  you  what,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 


think 


and  I  see  there  are  other  members  of  the 


legislature  here,  not  only  up  here  but  seated  in  our 
audience,  that  I  know  they  work  just  as  hard.   I 
know  they  do.   I  know  they  do.   And  I  just  think  it 
would  be  a  mistake,  Mr.  Chairman,  a  mistake  to  stand 
in  the  way.   Let's  let  this  petition  move  forward, 
and  let  us  argue  to  our  constituents  because  I 
really  believe,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  a  compelling 
argument.   Thank  you. 

SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Thank  you  very  much, 
Senator.   Representative. 

REPRESENTATIVE  MARINI :   Thank  you,  Mr. 
Chairman,  ladies  and  gentlemen  of  the  committee.   I 
will  be  very  brief.   I  won't  take  up  much  of  your 
time.   I  did  not  intend  to  testify  regarding  this  . 
matter.   There  is  no  political  benefit  in  testifying 
about  this  matter.   But  as  I  watched  it  on 
television  in  my  office,  I  felt  I  had  to  come  down 
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and  just  say  a  few  words. 

One,  regarding  working  238  hours  a  year.   I 
was  here  236  days  last  year,  my  first  year  in  the 
legislature.   So  unless  I  was  spending  an  hour  a  day 
here,  I  worked  substantially  more  than  that.   In 
addition  to  Senator  Jajuga,  I  have  to  follow  the 
representative  from  Taunton,  which  is  not  an  easy 
task,  but  I  also  go  to  little  league  banquets,  high 
school  sports  banquets,  firemen's  retirement 
banquets.   Now,  that  is  dismissed  as  politics,  that 
I  get  some  benefit  out  of  spending  a  Wednesday  night 
and  Thursday  night  and  a  Saturday  night  at  these 


things . 


Prior  to  my  election  I  did  that  for  fun, 


you  would  think.   The  matter  of  fact  is,  I  go  there 
because  these  people  are  worthy  of  recognition  by 
their  state  government,  and  I  am  their 
representative.   And  I  go  there  and  thank  them  on 
behalf  of  their  citizens  in  the  district.   That's 
part  of  this  job.   It  is  an  important,  in  my  view, 
part  of  this  job.   I  believe  in  democracy,  which  is 
why  I  got  involved  in  politics  in  the  first  place. 
I  believe  in  the  people's  right  of  petition  and 
should  they  decide  that  our  salaries  should  be 
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$23,000,  $2300,  or  $100,  I  will  of  course  abide  by 
their  decision. 

What  troubles  me,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  the  same 
thing  that  troubles  you.   There  is  no  doubt  in  my 
mind  that  if  the  public  understands  what  the  job 
entails,  they  will  also  understand,  recognize  and 
approve  of  the  salary  we  are  paid.   It  is  not 
excessive  for  the  amount  of  hours  that  all  of  us  put 
into  this  job. 

There  are  a  few  bad  apples  in  the 
legislature?   Yes,  there  are.   And  those  people, 
their  constituents,  should  replace  them.   But  to 
condemn  all  of  us  and  to  portray  all  of  us  as 
stealing  from  the  taxpayer  by  working  only  238  hours 
a  year  is  not  true,  and  it's  nonsense.   And  when  the 
people  understand  and  if  the  argument  is  presented 
to  them  fairly,  there  is  no  question  that  this 
petition  will  fail  at  the  ballot,  which  is  where  it 
ought  to  f ail . 

What  troubles  me  and  the  reason  I  came  here 
to  talk  to  you  was  to  tell  not  you,  because  I  know 
you  understand.   I  know  the  proponents  also 
understand,  but  the  public  may  not  understand  the 
hours  we  put  in  in  committee  hearings,  the  hours  we 
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put  in  in  constituent  work  and  the  hours  we  put  in 
in  our  districts,  appreciating,  thanking,  and 
talking  with  the  people  that  we  represent.   Some 
will  dismiss  it  as  politics,  which  is  a  dirty  word. 
But  as  Lieutenant  Governor  Cellucci  said  to  me 
yesterday,  "Don't  tell  me  that  politics  is  creeping 
into  this  process.   This  process  is  politics." 

The  people  I  represent  want  good 
government.   I  want  to  think  that's  why  they  sent  me 
here.   They  are  interested  in  governing  themselves 
as  effectively  as  they  can.   To  do  that  they  need  to 
send  here  people  who  are  dedicated  to  our 
democracy.   I  don't  think  they  will  get  that  for 
$23,000,  and  I  have  faith  enough  in  them  to  know 
that  if  they  know  the  facts,  they  will  vote  no  on 
this  petition  drive.   Thank  you  for  listening  to 


me 


SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Thank  you, 
Representative.   Any  questions  for  the 
Representative?   Thank  you. 


REPRESENTATIVE  MARINI :   Thank  you,  Mr 


Chairman 


SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Representative,  would 


you  like  to  address  the  committee. 
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REPRESENTATIVE  LEPPER:   I  am  Representative 
John  Lepper  from  the  2nd  Bristol  District,  and  I  am 
too  also  in  my  first  term.   And  I  came  up  here  as  a 
person,  like  Fran,  who  was  --  initially  we  were 
supported  by  CLT .   We  were  people  who  support  many 
of  the  things  they  believe  in,  Proposition  2  1/2. 
They  worked  against  the  graduated  income  tax  and 
supported  term  limits.   But  this  petition  I  don't 
support.   I  don't  support  it  because  once  I  got  to 
the  legislature,  I  learned  that  --  you  know,  the 
assumption  here  is  that  all  we  do  is  legislate,  that 
all  we  do  is  make  the  law. 

I  am  a  freshman  Republican.   My  job  is 
representing  my  constituents.   90  percent  of  my  time 
is  answering  the  phone.   To  say  that  this  can  be 
done  by  my  aide  alone  -  -  there  is  only  two  of  us . 
We  spend  much  time  dealing  with  the  department  of  -- 
all  the  departments,  DEP,  DOR,  Civil  Service,  the 
Registry,  dealing  with  tax  problems,  unemployment 
problems,  problems  dealing  with  firefighters  over  32 
years  of  age,  licensing.   That  type  of 
representation,  if  it  stopped  in  six  months,  I  will 
tell  you  what  would  have  happened  this  year. 

In  April,  if  I  am  not  mistaken,  DEP  changed 
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their  regulations  on  Title  5.   Those  regulations 
were  extensive,  extensive  changes  which  had  to  be 
addressed  by  us.   The  legislature  had  to  take  hold 
of  that  situation  and  make  those  changes 
appropriate,  and  we  have  done  that.   But  we  did  it 
in  the  period  of  time  when  this  petition  would  have 
us  not  be  around. 

There  is  another  proposal  which  is  very- 
important  to  my  district  and  the  district  which  is 
adjacent  to  me.   It  has  to  do  with  the  MBTA.   The 
MBTA  wants  to  run  rail  service  to  Fall  River  and  New 
Bedford,  which  we  support,  but  we  do  not  support  the 
unsubstantiated  way  in  which  they  chose  the  route. 
Now,  that  entire  effort  on  the  part  of  people  like 
Jim  Fagan,  myself,  Barbara  Hyland  and  Phil  Travis, 
that  was  all  done  during  the  time  when  we  would  not 
be  in  session.   We  wouldn't  be  here.   There  were 
1500  letters  that  went  into  the  transportation 
committee.   1500  letters.   We  met  in  Berkley, 
Taunton,  Norton,  Attleboro.   Not  up  here.   And  that 
was  all  during  the  people's  business. 

You  know,  when  I  hear  it  said  that  we  are 
not  representing  the  public  because  we  are  only  in 
session  a  short  period  of  time,  I  mean,  that  is  such 
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a  misrepresentation.   I  know  that  there  are  people 
who  feel  this  can  be  done  in  other  states.   It  is 
done  a  different  way.   I  would  say,  having  taught  in 
the  South,  that  in  many  of  those  southern  states  and 
western  states,  there  is  a  whole  other  level  of 
government  between  the  local  people,  the  local  and 
the  state,  and  that's  the  county  government,  which 
is  very  strong  with  a  lot  of  elected  officials. 

But  there  is  also  the  fact  that,  as  my 
predecessor  Steve  Carroll  said  to  me  one  day,  he 
said,  "You  know,  when  I  was  a  new  legislator,  I  went 
on  a  trip  down  south  and  I  went  into  the  governor  of 
one  of  the  southern  states  and  he  greeted  us  and  he 
said  to  us,  he  said,  'Oh, '  he  said,  'you  are  from 
Massachusetts.   That's  one  of  the  legislatures  that 
is  in  session  all  year  round.'   He  said,  'You  know, 
you  boys,  after  60  days,  I  am  the  only  game  in 
town.'"   And  that's  exactly  what  we  would  have  in 
Massachusetts.   The  bureaucracy  would  be  the  only 
game  in  town. 

SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Thank  you, 
Representative.   Any  questions?   Thank  you  very 
much.   Now,  Senator  Clancy,  as  far  as  I  know,  is  the 
last  legislator  who  asked  to  testify,  so  we  will 
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take  him  now.   As  he  approaches,  a  woman  by  the  name 
of  Anne  Hilbert,  who  was  on  the  proponents'  list, 
was  not  here  when  I  called.   If  she  is  here,  she 
will  be  taken  after  Senator  Clancy.   I  would  also 
point  out  that  there  are  about  a  dozen  and  a  half 
additional  opponents  signed  up  to  testify  and  no 
additional  proponents.   So  if  there  is  anyone  else 
who  wants  to  sign  up  to  testify,  if  you  would  please 
do  that  now.   We  will  continue  after  Senator  Clancy 
with  Ms.  Hilbert,  and  then  we  will  continue  on  the 
list  of  opponents. 

SENATOR  CLANCY:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 
For  the  purposes  of  the  record,  Edward  J  Clancy, 


Jr.,  state  senator,  1st  Essex  District 


First 


matter  that  I  would  like  to  address  in  opposition  to 
this  bill  is  the  financial  misrepresentations  that 
have  been  made  regarding  a  55  percent  pay  raise  to 
legislators.   The  last  legislative  pay  raise 
occurred  in  1983  when  the  salary  was  raised  to 


$30 , 000 . 


Over  that  particular  period  of  time,  from 


1983  through  1996,  if  you  add  the  base  salary  of 
legislators  during  that  period,  it  comes  to  some 
$471,000.   If  you  do  the  amortization,  the  math  of 
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that  over  the  period,  most  of  those  years  with  the 
$30,000  base  pay,  the  average  salary  increase  over 
the  entire  period  figures  out  to  approximately  2 
percent.   If  you  compare  that  with  the  $30,000  wage 
in  the  private  salary  -  -  and  one  of  the  speakers 
earlier  used  a  different  measure  of  what  a  fair 
increase  would  be.   But  using  the  Bureau  of  Labor 
Statistics  over  that  same  period,  wages  average 
increased  over  the  entire  period  some  4  1/2 
percent.   In  fact,  very  comparable  to  what  has 
happened  here  in  the  public  sector. 

So  anyone  who  tries  to  sell  this  particular 
position  of  decreasing  the  salary  because  of  the 
large  increase  is  not  painting  the  entire  picture. 
They  are  only  giving  us  one  small  portion  of  it,  and 
in  fact  over  the  years  legislative  salary  increases 
have  been  very  modest. 

The  second  issue  that  I  think  needs  to  be 
addressed  is  the  continual  drumbeat  that  somehow 
people  could  serve  here  for  six  months  and  go  out 
and  run  a  business  or  take  leaves  of  absence  or  any 
combination  of  those  particular  circumstances.   And 
I  can  tell  you,  as  someone  who  is  a  small  business 
person  on  the  side  --  I  do  try  to  run  some  sort  of  a 
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law  practice  --  that  it  is  almost  impossible  to 
serve  two  masters  properly.   In  any  business,  the 
intricacy  of  trying  to  be  available  to  customers,  to 
clients,  and  also  to  do  the  public  justice  is  almost 
impossible.   Certainly  if  I  had  a  wife  and  family  to 
support,  I  could  not  live  on  my  private  sector 
income  since  coming  to  the  legislature,  so  I  think 
people  who  espouse  this  haven't  tried  to  do  it 
themselves . 

Anyone  who  says  that  you  could  come  here 
and  somehow  be  a  latter  day  Davy  Crockett  and  go 
with  your  cap  on  and  go  to  the  legislature,  do  your 
civic  duty  and  go  home,  anyone  who  has  a  smidgen  of 
experience  with  the  amount  and  complexity  of  the 
work  that  is  dealt  with  here  understands  that  that 
is  not  possible  in  this  day  and  age.   It  just  isn't 
real ist ic . 

And  thirdly,  I  would  like  to  at  least 
comment  and  get  away  from  the  substantive  matters 
that  I  tried  to  address  earlier,  but  certainly  when 
you  look  at  some  of  the  people  who  have  come  here  to 
advocate  the  pay  cut  and  also  to  advocate  for  the 
six-month  session,  none  of  those  persons  --  when  I 
was  sitting  earlier  as  a  member  of  the  committee  and 
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when  I  questioned  a  couple  of  them  and  I  didn't  do 
it  to  others  because  I  didn't  want  to  prolong  this 
and  go  on  ad  infinitum,  but  Treasurer  Malone,  Mr. 
Faulkner,  none  of  them  would  agree  to  pick  up  the 
same  cudgels  that  they  would  impose  upon  us,  a  half 
year's  salary  for  doing  half-time  work.   So  I  think 
that  I  never  like  to  ascribe  motive  to  anyone,  but 
certainly  when  you  take  what  they  say  and  put  their 
position  in  the  same  context,  their  motives  are  not 
pristine,  and  none  of  them  have  been  willing  to  do 
what  they  ask  us  to  do.   And  I  really  believe  that 
it  would  be  a  disservice  and  I  thought  it  necessary 
to  come  here,  not  only  as  a  member  of  the  committee 
but  as  a  member  of  this  body,  to  come  and  testify 
against  it.   I  thank  you  all  for  your  patience  in 
listening.   Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Thank  you  for  your 
comments.   Any  questions?   Thank  you. 

As  Ms.  Hilbert  comes  to  the  microphone,  let 
me  say  that  the  next  three  who  will  testify  will  be 
Deena  Whitfield  followed  by  Anthony  Catalano,  and  - 
then  Paul  Wingle. 

ANNE  HILBERT:   My  name  is  Anne  Hilbert  and 
I  live  in  Weymouth.   I  was  sitting  here  this  morning 
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since  ten  o'clock  and  I  was  listening  to  the  various 
speakers,  and  Senator  Dianne  Wilkerson  brought  up  -- 
she  was  very  upset  about  the  misreport ing  on  the 
hours  that  you  people  put  in,  and  then  other  people 
brought  it  up  after  that,  what  a  misrepresentation 
this  was.   I  would  just  like  to  say  you  people  could 
have  saved  four  and  a  half  hours  of  our  time  because 
your  conclusions  have  already  been  drawn. 

SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Anybody  want  to  respond 
to  that?   Thank  you  very  much. 

REPRESENTATIVE  RUANE :   Mr.  Chairman  -- 

SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Representative  Ruane . 

REPRESENTATIVE  RUANE:   Mr.  Chairman, 
believe  me,  with  deepest  respect  for  all  the  people 
that  you  spoke  on  behalf  of,  the  proponents  of  this 
legislation,  gee,  that's  terrible.   I  haven't  moved 
from  this  seat.   Four  and  a  half  hours  of  your  time 
is  four  and  a  half  hours  of  my  time.   I  came  to 
learn.   I  have  never  made  a  hasty  decision  in  regard 
to  this  legislation  or  any  legislation.   And,  you 
know,  for  good  members  to  sit  here  --  and  bear  in  - 
mind,  under  the  calculations  espoused  today,  none  of 
us  are  here.   We  are  invisible  because  we  didn't 
spend  any  time  today  in  Boston,  but  we  are  here, 
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1  nevertheless.   That  is  not  calculated. 

2  For  instance,  the  budget  process,  ma'am, 

3  just  to  give  you  an  idea,  so  that  when  you  think 

4  someone  has  premeditated  everything.   We  now  have 

5  traveled  extensively  across  the  state  because  people 

6  in  the  western  part  and  other  parts  that  never  heard 

7  a  legislative  agenda  presented  like  to  be  heard.   We 

8  used  to  sit  here  from  nine  in  the  morning,  and  I 

9  used  to  run  down  the  hill  to  catch  the  last  train  to 

10  Salem,  11:59,  midnight.   Six  consecutive  weeks  of 

11  five  days  a  week.   And  then  we  would  wind  up  the 

12  final  day  sitting  here  from  nine  o'clock  on  a 

13  Saturday  morning.   And  Barbara  Anderson  knows  this 

14  better  than  anybody.   She  used  to  sit  out  there 

15  because  she  followed  the  legislative  process. 

16  From  nine  o'clock  in  the  morning,  many 

17  times,  until  three  o'clock  on  a  Sunday  morning  so 

18  that  every  single  citizen  who  took  the  time  and  made 

19  the  effort  to  come  here,  even  if  they  disagreed, 

20  would  be  heard.   Your  name  was  called  earlier.   The 

21  chair  recognized  and  gave  you  the  opportunity  to 

22  come  here.   And  for  you  to  suggest  that  it  is  a 

23  waste  of  your  time,  it  bothers  me  because  I 

24  sympathize  with  why  you  came  here,  and  I  respect 
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it 


The  gentleman  that  if  someone  says  I 


assailed,  which  I  don't  believe  I  did,  I  made  a 
case,  I  know  how  hard  he  works.   I've  talked  to  him 
in  the  corridors,  I've  seen  him  running  around 
passing  the  literature  and  doing  his  job,  just  as 
Barbara  Anderson  has  done.   Probably  put  more  hours 
in  than  all  of  us.   I  don't  know,  but  I  respect  it. 
And  please  go  home  with  at  least  the  concept  that  we 
held  the  legislative  hearing.   It  would  be  different 
if  we  just  whitewashed  it  and  brought  it  to  the 
floor  of  the  House  for  a  vote. 

We  care,  and  the  entire  leadership, 
speaking  on  behalf  of  the  House,  and  evidenced  by 
the  president  of  the  Senate.   Even  though  some 
people  might  disagree  with  what  you  people  propose, 
at  least  we  are  conducting  a  hearing.   That's  the 
democratic  process.   Thank  you. 

SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Thank  you. 
Representative . 

REPRESENTATIVE  DiFILIPPI:    I  would  like 
that  young  lady  to  know  that  I  was  in  my  car  today 
longer  than  you  have  been  waiting  here,  and  I 
probably  won't  get  home  until  six  or  seven  o'clock 
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1  for  supper.   So  for  me  to  spend  four  hours  or  more 

2  in  my  car  through  that  driving  rain  this  morning  for 

3  you  to  come  up  and  you  say  to  me  that  my  mind  is 

4  already  made  up  is  an  insult.   I  have  sat  here  and 

5  listened  to  every  argument  and  I  have  asked  a  few 

6  questions,  but  that's  horrible  for  anybody  to  have 

7  that  kind  of  an  attitude.   And  it  bothers  me  that 

8  maybe  your  whole  group  has  that  attitude,  a  closed 

9  mind.   We  don't.   But  you  have  a  closed  mind  about 

10  what  this  whole  thing  is  about,  and  I  really  --  I  am 

11  insulted  by  it.   Thank  you  Mr.  Chairman. 

12  SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Deena  Whitfield. 

13  DEENA  WHITFIELD:   My  name  is  Deena 

14  Whitfield  and  I  am  vice-president  of  the  League  of 

15  Women  Voters  of  Massachusetts.   I  am  an  unpaid 

16  volunteer,  and  I  am  here  today  on  behalf  of  the 

17  League  of  Women  Voters  of  Massachusetts  to  oppose 

18  House  Bill  5780  and  to  say  stop  to  the  growing 

19  atmosphere  of  distrust  encouraged  by  some  and  the 

20  aggressive  and  excessive  attack  on  the  democratic 

21  process  advocated  by  others. 

22  The  League  of  Women  Voters  has  as  its  core 

23  the  belief  in  representative  government  and  as  its 

24  mission  the  promotion  of  the  informed  participation 
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1  of  citizens  in  government.   This  initiative 

2  undermines  the  former  and  violates  the  spirit  of  the 

3  latter.   There  is  abundant  evidence  of  our 

4  activities  on  behalf  of  a  representative  government 

5  that  is  open,  balanced,  effective,  and  efficient. 

6  You  may  recall  that  it  was  the  League  of 

7  Women  Voters  of  Massachusetts  that  proposed  a 

8  reduction  in  the  size  of  the  Massachusetts 

9  legislature  in  1978.   That  change  was  accomplished. 

10  In  1987  the  League  initiated  a  year-long  study  of 

11  the  legislature  that  recommended  adherence  to 

12  legislative  procedures,  a  change  that  has  been 

13  effected;  rules  changes,  many  of  which  have  been 

14  adopted.   And  we  have  opposed  certain  practices  of 

15  the  legislature,  most  of  which  have  ceased. 

16  Furthermore,  we  support  the  establishment  of  a 

17  salary  level  high  enough  to  attract  and  keep 

18  qualified  legislators. 

19  The  purpose  of  this  initiative,  however,  is 

20  to  weaken  the  legislature,  thereby  creating  an 

21  imbalance  of  power  among  the  various  segments  of 

22  government.   This  violates  the  balance  that  is 

23  established  in  our  constitution.   The  result  is  a 

24  shift  of  power  to  bureaucrats  and  the  executive 
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1  branch.   This  new  law  also  limits  service  to  the 

2  independently  wealthy  or  the  retired  and  creates  a 

3  potential  for  divided  loyalties  for  those  who  could 

4  manage  to  find  part-time  employment  from  July 

5  through  December.   Even  more  disturbing,  however,  is 

6  the  retaliatory  nature  of  this  law,  conceived  in 

7  anger,  and  written  in  obvious  haste.   It  is  a  sloppy 

8  piece  of  legislation. 

9  That  portion  of  the  law  that  denies  any 

10  compensation  to  a  representative  of  the  General 

11  Court  who  has  served  four  consecutive  terms  in 

12  office  doesn't  apply  to  state  senators.   This  law 

13  ignores  the  activities  of  legislators  outside  of  the 

14  legislative  session,  such  as  constituent  service  and 

15  work  in  the  district.   It  reduces  the  public's 

16  access  to  their  elected  officials. 

17  The  anger  must  stop  now  so  that  we  can 

18  begin  a  cooperative,  thoughtful,  deliberative 

19  assessment  of  what  needs  to  be  done  to  restore 

20  confidence  in  our  legislators  and  in  the  institution 

21  of  government.   I  urge  you  to  oppose  this  law. 

22  However,  I  also  urge  you  to  respond  to  the  anger 

23  that  engendered  it.   Thank  you. 

24  SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Thank  you.   Any 
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questions?   Thank  you  very  much. 

Anthony,  and  then  Paul  Wingle  and  then  Jack 
Flannagan.   Anthony  Catalano. 

ANTHONY  CATALANO:   Tony  Catalano.   I  am 
from  the  Town  of  Barnstable  on  Cape  Cod,  in 
Osterville,  Massachusetts.   Before  I  start  my 


remarks 


they  are  very  brief,  it  is  only  this  one 


little  page  --  I  would  like  to  say  something  to 
Representative  Ruane .   Representative,  the  greatest 
honor  a  citizen  can  give  a  fellow  citizen  is  to 
elect  him  or  her  to  become  a  lawmaker.   The  greatest 
people  in  history  have  been  the  lawmakers,  the 
lawgivers . 

The  greatest  responsibility  of  a  government 
is  to  make  good  laws,  laws  that  work,  laws  that  we, 
the  people,  understand.   Our  lives  and  our  fortunes 
are  in  your  hands,  and  I  don't  care  how  many  hours 
you  work,  if  you  do  the  job  right,  you  deserve  the 
accolades  and  the  honor,  especially  of  the  citizens 
who  elected  you  to  this  office,  years,  term  and 
after.   I  said  my  name  is  Anthony  Catalano.   I  am  a 
resident  of  the  Town  of  Barnstable  on  Cape  Cod  and  I 
am  here  this  afternoon  to  oppose  this  ballot 
question  for  the  following  reasons. 
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One,  the  ballot  initiative  is  an  important 
tool  of  democracy.   The  people  who  passed  the 
initiative  and  referendum  in  1919  felt  that  the 
citizens  of  the  Commonwealth  would  use  it  wisely  and 
with  great  care  and  respect.   This  is  not  what  has 
happened.   It  has  become  the  centerpiece,  the  major 
weapon  in  the  arsenal  of  the  special  interest  groups 
all  over  this  nation  who  want  to  manipulate 
democracy  to  suit  their  needs,  their  agenda  and 
their  occasional  acts  of  revenge  against  elected 
officials . 

This  ballot  question  is  an  act  of  vengeance 
by  the  same  people  who  gave  us  unconstitutional  term 
limits  in  1994.   You  remember,  Question  4.   Well, 
this  proposed  ballot  question  circumvents  our 
federal  and  state  constitutions  in  the  same  way. 
This  leads  to  my  second  reason  for  opposing  this 
ballot  question. 

All  citizens  have  a  right  to  participate  in 
the  process  of  self-government.   All  citizens  have 
the  right  to  be  represented  at  all  times,  365  days- a 
year.   The  legislature  is  elected  every  two  years  as 
a  separate  and  distinct  entity,  and  its  texture  and 
operation  is  governed  by  the  constitution  of  the 
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Commonwealth.   The  constitution  of  the  Commonwealth 
gives  all  power  to  the  General  Court  in  Article  10 
of  the  Articles  of  Amendment. 

No  statute  can  diminish  the  constitution. 
Statutes  can  only  be  used  to  affirm,  enlarge  or 
execute  the  precepts  of  the  constitution.   The  House 
and  Senate  of  the  Commonwealth  alone  can  set  their 
rules  of  procedure.   No  one  can  tell  the  General 
Court  when  to  end  its  sessions,  not  even  the  people 
themselves.   Any  changes  to  how  the  legislature  is 
framed  or  operates  must  be  made  in  the 

constitution.   Term  limits,  Question  4,  was  found  to 
be  unconstitutional  by  the  United  States  Supreme 
Court  for  exactly  this  reason.   A  statute  was  being 
used  to  do  what  the  U.S.  Constitution  is  designed  to 
do,  establishing  the  terms  of  office  and 
qualifications  for  its  members  of  Congress. 

Lastly,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  most  painfully,  I 
must  say  this  ballot  initiative  tries  to  do  what  its 
elitist  promoters  really  want.   Attractive  pay  and 
allowances  for  elected  offices  would  entice  ordinary 
people  like  myself  to  consider  giving  up  good  jobs 
and  to  participate  in  this  great  and  dynamic 
democratic  process  of  self-government. 
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The  promoters  of  this  unconstitutional 
ballot  question  do  not  want  this  rabble  running  for 
office.   We  are  not  their  kind  of  people.   This 
ballot  question  must  be  seen  for  what  it  is,  an 
indecent  assault  against  the  people  and  the  branch 
of  government  that  is  closest  to  us,  the 
democratically  elected  General  Court.   What  more 
insidious  and  invective  way  to  remove  the  political 
party  in  power  than  to  shut  down  the  branch  of 
government  it  controls. 

I  urge  this  committee  and  the  General  Court 
to  reject  this  ballot  question  and  please  to  take 
whatever  steps  necessary  to  defend  itself  against 
these  aggressions  and  to  defend  my  right  and  the 
right  of  all  citizens  to  seek  public  employments.   I 
respectfully  also  ask  that  I  have  some  other 
correspondence  I  would  like  to  be  made  part  of  my 
remarks,  Mr.  Chairman.   Thank  you  for  letting  me 


speak 


SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Thank  you  for  very  much 


for  coming  to  testify.   Any  questions?   Thank  you. ■ 
Paul  Wingle  followed  by  Jack  Flannagan 

followed  by  James  Dilday. 

PAUL  WINGLE:   Good  afternoon,  Mr.  Chairman, 
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1  members  of  the  committee.   For  the  record,  my  name 

2  is  Paul  Wingle.   I  am  legislative  director  of  the 

3  Environmental  League  of  Massachusetts.   The 

4  Environmental  League's  offices  are  at  3  Joy  Street 

5  in  Boston.   Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  be  very  brief.   You 

6  have  indulged  a  lot  of  public  comment  today,  and  you 

7  and  the  members  of  the  committee  should  be  commended 

8  for  that.   You  may  be  surprised  to  hear  an 

9  environmental  advocate,  however,  stand  in  front  of 

10  you  today  in  opposition  to  House  5780.   But  that's 

11  why  I  am  here,  to  oppose  5780. 

12  It  is  interesting  to  note  that  the 

13  Environmental  League,  which  has  been  advocating  for 

14  responsible  environmental  policy  since  1898,  was  the 

15  first  group  in  Massachusetts  to  ever  use  the 

16  initiative  petition  process.   We  did  it  shortly 

17  after  the  process  was  approved  in  1919,  and  we  did 

18  it  to  win  passage  of  open  space  bond  authorizations 

19  back  then.   However,  of  course,  today,  we  oppose 

20  this  petition. 

21  The  world  has  changed  a  lot  and 

22  Massachusetts  has  changed  with  it.   We  are,  as  you 

23  noted  earlier,  Mr.  Chairman,  an  industrial  state,  an 

24  urban  state.   We  also  have  a  very  small  geographic 
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1  area  so  there  is  more  potential  for  conflicts  when 

2  it  comes  to  issues  of  siting  or  economic 

3  development.   It  is  interesting  to  note  that  we  rank 

4  eighth  in  the  nation  for  the  generation  of 

5  greenhouse  gasses .   We  are  seventh  in  the  nation  for 

6  the  number  of  workers  we  have  in  high  injury 

7  industries.   We  are  ninth  in  the  nation  for  the 

8  number  of  toxic  chemicals  released  into  our 

9  environment.   We  are  the  sixth  worst  state  in  the 

10  country  for  air  quality.   And  it  is  interesting  to 

11  note  in  this  context  --  we  also,  by  the  way,  are 

12  fifth  in  terms  of  our  average  annual  income  per 

13  capita.   I  also  want  to  mention  that  we  are  seventh 

14  in  the  nation  for  our  total  water  use  per  capita. 

15  So  we  are  at  the  top  level  of  all  indicators  for 

16  problems  that  our  state  faces  and  confronts,  and  it 

17  is  no  surprise,  then,  that  we  have  a  significant 

18  body  of  environmental  laws  and  environmental 

19  regulations. 

20  The  Natural  Resources  Committee,  the 

21  committee  that  I  as  an  advocate  deal  with  most 

22  often,  most  frequently,  is  typically  receiving  700 

23  bills  in  a  typical  legislative  year  that  it  has  to 

24  analyze,  and  each  area  that  those  bills  address  is 


DORIS  0.  WONG  ASSOCIATES 


175 


tremendously  complicated.   It  can  get  into  the 
science  of  hydrogeology ,  it  can  get  into  the  science 
of  ambient  air  standards.   You  can  talk  about  VOX, 
NOX.   It  is  tremendously  technical  and  complicated. 
In  fact,  when  the  current  house  chair  was  appointed 
to  the  committee,  she  pulled  me  aside  --  and  I  hope 
I  am  not  embarrassing  her  here  --  and  she  said,  "I 
had  no  idea,  until  I  took  this  job,  how  incredibly 
broad  and  how  incredibly  technical  each  and  every 
one  of  these  issues  is  on  how  the  committee's 
responsibility  goes."   And  I  would  submit  that 
unless  you  have  a  full-time  legislature  to  analyze 
these  policies,  a  lot  is  going  to  be  lost. 

How  do  I  know  this?   Every  year  ELM 
participates  in  a  national  conference.   One  group 
from  each  state  is  selected.   We  are  the 
environmental  lobbies  of  each  state.   And  I  gather 
with  my  friends  and  colleagues  from  other  state 
capitols  who  do  the  work  that  I  do  there,  and  we 
talk  about  their  experiences,  and  I  can  tell  you 
that  we  would  not  want  to  trade  places  here  in 
Massachusetts  with  those  other  states  because  the 
environmental  quality  and  the  environmental  analysis 
of  the  legislature  and  the  opportunity  to  fend 
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against  environmental  violations  is  lost. 

My  friend  in  Alabama,  God  bless  him,  I 
don't  know  how  he  does  it,  but  it  is  the  executive 
who  makes  all  the  decisions  down  there.   In  the 
absence  of  a  legislature  there  watching  out  for 
individual  communities,  a  lot  of  siting  decisions 
get  crammed  down  the  throats  of  communities  and 
there  is  no  official  voice  standing  there  to  defend 
those  communities.   It  is  awful.   It  is  just 
absolutely  terrible. 

And  in  fact,  in  some  states  what  you  find 
is  something  else,  another  phenomenon  that  has  been 
noted,  and  that  is,  it  is  true  that  the  influence  of 
lobbyists  is  much  greater  when  legislators  can't  be 
here  full-time.   The  influence  of  staffs  is  much 
greater.   You  need  to  depend  on  what  might  be 
called,  quote-unquote,  the  expert  classes  within  the 
government  more  and  more  if  you  yourself  are  not 
here  to  read  and  study  and  participate.   And  so  the 
influence  of  these  lobbyists  increases . 

Now,  you  might  expect  that  I  am  standing  in 
front  of  you  here  as  somebody  who  does  lobby  on 
policy,  that  I  would  think  that's  a  good  idea.   You 
might  suspect  that  I  am  now  arguing  at  across 
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1  purposes  to  my  own  interests.   But  in  fact,  when  you 

2  step  back  and  you  look  at  who  can  afford  more 

3  representation,  who  has  more  lobbyists  working  on 

4  their  side,  you  realize  very  quickly  that  the 

5  environmental  troops  and  the  public  interest  troops 

6  would  be  seriously  outnumbered  in  a  system  like 

7  that,  and  that  should  give  us  pause.   And  the  reason 

8  why  I  know  that  is  because  I  talked  to  my  friends 

9  who  lobby  in  other  state  capitols  and  that's  what 

10  life  is  like  for  them.   It  is  very  difficult  to 

11  lobby  for  environmental  laws  in  other  states. 

12  The  governor  is  still  in  place.   The  demand 

13  that  is  represented  by  those  700  bills  filed  every 

14  year,  citizens  petitioning  their  legislature  for 

15  more  legislation  to  protect  the  environment,  the 

16  demand  doesn't  go  away  to  address  these 

17  environmental  quality  issues.   What  happens  is, 

18  there  is  a  shifting  in  who  makes  the  decisions  when 

19  the  legislature  is  away.   And  oftentimes  I  think  the 

20  public  loses  again  and  again. 

21  I  am  not  claiming  that  this  is  Pollyanna,  - 

22  that  we  have  a  perfect  state  here,  that  the 

23  environmentalists  get  everything  they  hope  for  out 

24  of  the  legislature.   God  forbid,  no,  we  don't.   We 
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don't  frequently  get  everything  we  ask  for.   But  I 
think,  on  balance,  we  get  a  fair  hearing.   We  come 
back,  and  we  come  back  year  after  year.   We  perfect 
our  arguments,  and  ultimately  we  manage  to  get  folks 
to  address  our  issues  ultimately.   Sometimes  it 
takes  six  years,  sometimes  it  takes  seven  or  eight. 
But  at  least  there  is  consideration,  there  is 
deliberation.   There  is  no  rush  to  judgment  dictated 
by  a  time  clock  of  two  months  or  six  months,  and  I 
think  we  get  better  policy  as  a  result. 

In  a  legislature  that's  part-time,  I  don't 
think  we'd  get  the  same  consideration.   I  think  the 
governor  is  as  open  to  influence,  and  without  a 
counterbalance,  without  a  check  of  the  legislature 
in  place,  I  think  we  would  lose  more  often  than 
not  . 

SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Thank  you  for  your 
testimony.   Any  question?   Thank  you. 

Mr.  Dilday  followed  by  Jack  Flanagan,  Jr., 
followed  by  Tony  Romano. 

JAMES  DILDAY:   Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the 
committee,  my  name  is  James  Dilday.   I  am  the 
president  of  the  Massachusetts  Bar  Association,  but 
I  don't  come  here  today  wearing  that  hat  because  I 
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1  haven't  cleared  my  testimony  with  the  Board  of 

2  Delegates,  so  I  come  here  wearing  my  hat  as  an 

3  attorney  who  has  practiced  law  in  this  state  for  23 

4  years  and  a  lifelong  resident  of  the  Commonwealth. 

5  And  I  come  to  say  that,  first  of  all,  if  you  are 

6  talking  about  a  salary,  when  you  look  at  this  state 

7  legislature,  the  proposed  salary  that  you  are 

8  talking  about  is  less  than  the  salary  of  the  people 

9  on  the  Boston  City  Council.   You  are  charged  with 

10  legislating  for  the  entire  state,  and  people  don't 

11  want  to  pay  you  a  salary  that  is  commensurate  to 

12  those  who  run  a  city  in  this  Commonwealth,  and  to  me 

13  that's  nonsensical. 

14  Secondly,  I  want  to  talk  about  the  whole 

15  concept,  if  we  are  talking  about  restricting  your 

16  salary,  what  we  are  going  to  do  is  we  are  going  to 

17  lose  the  experienced  and  dedicated  full-time 

18  legislators  and  you  will  be  left  to  talk  about 

19  having  a  legislature  that  is  run  by  part-time 

20  people.   I  will  talk  about  that  in  a  moment.   But  if 

21  we  remember,  this  legislature,  upon  the  prodding  and 

22  with  the  consent  of  Governor  Weld,  agreed  to 

23  increase  the  wages  of  our  judiciary.   And  part  of 

24  the  rationale  for  that  was  because  we  wanted  to  get 
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1  the  best  people,  the  good,  qualified  people  to  stay 

2  in  the  judiciary,  and  the  legislature,  in  its 

3  wisdom,  saw  fit  to  do  that.   And  now  we've  got  a 

4  group  of  citizens  who  are  saying  that  we  should  not 

5  do  the  same  for  the  legislature.   If  we  want  to  get 

6  the  best  legislators,  if  we  want  to  get  people  to 

7  work  full-time,  if  we  want  to  get  experienced, 

8  dedicated  individuals,  then  we  need  to  pay  our 

9  legislators  a  salary  that  is  commensurate  with  the 

10  time  and  the  input  that  they  have  as  legislators. 

11  Otherwise,  we  are  going  to  lose  our 

12  dedicated  public  servants  and  be  left  with  young 

13  people  without  life  experience  coming  into  the 

14  legislature,  or  we  are  going  to  have  a  part-time 

15  legislature,  and  then  we  will  have  people,  only 

16  those  who  can  afford  to  take  time  off  from  their 

17  jobs  to  come.   You  are  going  to  have  business 

18  owners,  insurance  agents,  lawyers. 

19  Now,  let  me  say  that  --  I  don't  want  to  say 

20  anything  about  not  having  lawyers  in  the 

21  legislature.   I  think  it  is  good  for  us  to  be  in  the 

22  legislature.   But  you  don't  want  a  legislature  that 

23  is  full  of  lawyers.   And  I  also  want  to  add  an 

24  anecdote,  I  had  told  Mr.  Fierro,  our  general 
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counsel,  to  schedule  me  to  be  here  at  about  ten 
o'clock.   You  see  what  time  I  arrived.   But  that's 
because  I  was  in  court.   And  think  about  it.   If 
we've  got  a  legislature  that  is  full  of  lawyers, 
then  instead  of  them  being  here  during  the  sessions, 
they  are  going  to  be  where  I  was,  in  court,  and  that 
is  something  that  we  don't  want  to  have  happen. 

So  I  want  to  go  on  record  as  an  opponent  to 
this  process  and  to  state  firmly,  clearly  and 
emphatically  that  I  support  the  pay  raise  and  I 
think  that  the  entire  Commonwealth  should  support 
it.   It  is  in  the  best  interest  of  what  this 
Commonwealth  needs  for  its  legislature  to  run 
effectively  and  efficiently.   And  I  thank  you  for 
your  time . 

REPRESENTATIVE  RUANE :   Thank  you,  Mr. 
Dilday.   Are  there  any  questions  of  any  member? 
Thank  you  kindly. 

SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Thank  you. 

Jack  Flanagan,  Jr.,  followed  by  Tony  Romano 
and  then  Joe  Dart. 

JACK  FLANAGAN,  JR.:   Mr.  Chairman,  for  the 
record,  Jack  Flanagan  representing  the  Massachusetts 
Correctional  Officers  Federated  Union,  50  Redfield 
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Street,  Boston.   More  specifically  I  stand  here  as  a 
citizen  of  the  Commonwealth  who  has  always  believed 
in  a  strong  foundation  of  government.   When  I  was 
given  the  vote  --  when  the  18-year-old  vote  was 
enacted,  I  never  missed  a  vote.   That's  how  strongly 
I  feel  in  government. 

The  proposal  that  is  being  offered  by  the 
CLT  people  is  basically  a  proposal  of  an 
undercurrent  of  a  small  population  within  society 
that  feels  that  we  should  rip  down  government.   We 
saw  earlier  the  testimony  from  the  gentleman  back 
here  who  advocated  the  overthrow  of  government.   I 
would  say  there  is  a  group  of  law  enforcement 
officers  over  in  Sumpter  Square  in  Cambridge  who 
would  be  interested  in  his  comments,  specifically 
the  Secret  Service. 

It  is  interesting,  in  all  the  comments  that 
were  made,  eventually  the  rat  will  identify  itself. 
When  Mr.  Faulkner  spoke  about  his  pay  raise,  the 
representative  there  talked  about  his  salary.   The 
gentleman  got  very  defensive.   I  would  say  the 
question  that  was  never  asked  or  should  be  brought 
to  light,  that  their  salaries  are  born  out  of 
contributions,  from  rhetoric  that  they  like  to  go 
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around  the  state  and  whip  the  process  and  not, 
perhaps,  give  the  full  picture  of  what  is 
happening . 

We  talked  about  a  six-month  legislature.   I 
have  to  take  exception  with  the  state  treasurer.   My 
wife  is  a  full-time  employee  with  Fidelity 
Investments.   She  has  a  very  high  technical  skill. 
She  was  employed  for  that  technical  skill.   If  she 
was  to  come  home  and  say,  "Oh,  I  want  to  cut  my  pay 
in  half, "  I  would  probably  have  to  commit  her  and 
examine  why  she  would  want  to  work  for  a  salary  that 
is  less  than  what  she  is  making. 

We  talked  about  career  politicians.   There 
is  no  career  politicians  in  the  legislatures. 
Anybody  who  has  longevity  here  has  earned  that 
longevity  from  his  constituents,  and  that  longevity 
can  end  every  two  years.   I  look  at  the  people  that 
were  on  this  committee  today.   Each  and  every  single 
one  of  the  legislators  today  have  come  bank  time  and 
time  again.   Why?   Because  of  their  constituency 
services . 

The  CLT  people  will  say  that  the  core 
service  of  government  is  to  sit  up  here  day  in,  day 
out.   I  know  very  well  from  an  early  age,  from  a 
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former  colleague  of  Representative  Ruane ,  Jimmy 
Craven,  I  cut  my  teeth  in  the  political  process  and 
I  saw  the  innumerable  hours.   I  come  from  the  West 
Roxbury- Roslindale  area  of  Boston,  probably  the  most 
political  section  of  Boston.   You  don't  win  a  city 
election  unless  you  do  your  homework  out  in  my 
district.   But  I  elect  my  state  senator  and  my  state 
representative  not  for  the  actions  they  do  up  here 
but  for  their  constituency  services. 

Representative  Sprague,  she  came  to  the 
legislature  as  a  neophyte  but  she  did  her  time  in 
her  community  fighting  a  sludge  depot  that  they  were 
going  to  put  behind  MCI-Walpole.   It  is  very  rare 
for  a  person  who  doesn't  do  service  to  their 
community  to  be  elected  to  the  legislature.   If  we 
look  at  the  pecking  order  of  the  legislature,  you 
don't  become  a  chairman  until  such  time  that  you 
have  earned  the  respect  of  your  colleagues  and  have 
shown  that  you  can  perform  the  work. 

If  we  go  to  a  six-month  legislature,  we 
have  heard  testimony  today  that  only  the  rich  could 
afford  it.   Basically  we  are  going  to  have  people 
that  did  no  work  in  their  community  and  are  going  to 
use  the  legislature  as  a  hobby.   The  quality  of  life 
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of  any  citizen  in  this  Commonwealth  is  directly 
linked  to  the  actions  or  inactions  of  their 
legislature . 

We  heard  CLT  talk  about  other  states. 
Well,  anybody  that  is  from  this  area  will  know  from 
May  to  late  fall  we  have  a  high  concentration  of 
people  from  Europe.   Why?   Because  we  are  the  hub  of 
the  universe.   Why?   Because  of  the  actions  of  our 
legislature.   All  the  things,  all  our  universities, 
all  the  issues  that  affect  our  quality  of  life  is 
effected  by  the  legislature,  sometimes  negatively 
but  for  a  greater  proportion  of  time  positively. 
They  want  to  take  that  away. 

Again  I  would  refer  to  the  gentleman  here 
that  talks  about  the  advocation  of  overthrowing  the 
Commonwealth.   Well,  I  would  say  to  the  gentleman 
back  here  there  are  a  lot  of  third-world  countries 
that  are  looking  for  an  individual  of  your  caliber. 
Thank  you . 

SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Any  questions? 

Thank  you  for  your  testimony. 

Tony  Romano,  Joe  Dart,  followed  by  Mike 
Canavan.   Let  me  caution  the  witnesses  that  while  we 
allow  a  certain  amount  of  latitude  in  the 
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1  presentation  of  testimony,  testimony  is  delivered  to 

2  the  committee  and  through  the  chair. 

3  TONY  ROMANO:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman, 

4  distinguished  members  of  the  committee.   Good 

5  afternoon.   I  am  here  to  testify  on  behalf  of  Joseph 

6  Faherty,  president  of  the  Massachusetts  AFL-CIO  who 

7  is  away  on  business.   My  name  is  Tony  Romano  and  I 

8  am  the  executive  secretary  -  treasurer  of  the  Greater 

9  Boston  Labor  Council.   I  am  also  vice-president  of 

10  the  Massachusetts  AFL-CIO. 

11  The  Massachusetts  AFL-CIO  has  voted  in 

12  opposition  to  House  5780.   We  have  taken  this  vote 

13  for  several  reasons.   First,  the  Massachusetts 

14  AFL-CIO  believes  that  workers  should  be  paid  a 

15  living  wage  and  one  that  is  according  to  their 

16  responsibilities.   In  both  these  cases  the  current 

17  pay  of  the  legislators  is  not  excessive.   As  a 

18  matter  of  fact,  to  add  my  own,  I  think  the  pay 

19  should  be  increased.   It  is  easy  to  cast  stones  at 

20  legislators  voting  themselves  a  pay  raise,  but  there 

21  is  not  another  system  in  place.   It  seems  whatever. 

22  process  is  used,  people  can  find  fault  and  attempt 
2  3  to  repeal  it . 

24  Second,  that  this  is  legislation  that  will 
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not  lead  to  greater  citizens'  participation  in  state 
government  but  instead  will  exclude  many  qualified 
people  from  participating  in  our  government.   There 
are  not  many  jobs  that  I  am  aware  of  that  will  give 
you  six  months  off  each  year  to  become  a 
legislator.   If  they  do,  what  independence  will  you 
have  on  issues  coming  before  the  legislature?   There 
is  no  correlation  between  six-month  legislation 
sessions  and  accountability  to  people.   This 
legislation  simply  is  a  mean-spirited  slap  at  our 
elected  representatives.   There  is  no  magic  formula 
that  a  six-month  legislature  will  be  any  more  or 
less  accessible  to  our  current  legislator. 

Third,  the  legislation  is  a  not  so  timely 
disguised  attempt  at  term  limits.   To  legislate  that 
someone  can  run  for  office,  get  elected,  but  not 
receive  compensation  is  almost  laughable  if  the 
proponents  weren't  serious. 

Finally,  at  this  time  which  there  is  going 
to  be  unprecedented  transfers  of  power  from 
Washington  to  the  states,  we  need  as  much 
flexibility  as  possible  to  deal  with  these  issues. 
This  proposal  will  limit  the  Commonwealth's  ability 
to  deal  with  this,  and  we  hope  you  will  reject  it. 
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In  closing,  these  are  remarks  from  the 
Massachusetts  AFL-CIO.   I  also  would  like  to  give 
remarks  of  my  own.   I  have  sat  here  this  morning  and 
I  have  listened  to  people  testify  that  you  will  have 
people  coming  that  are  special  interest  people  and 
people  from  big  labor.   Well,  I  don't  know  what  that 
person  meant  when  they  called  "big  labor."   Let  me 
give  you  a  little  bit  of  my  background. 

First  of  all,  I  was  born  and  brought  up  in 
East  Boston.   I  lived  in  a  three-decker  and  I  went 
to  school  there.   I  did  not  come  from  any  other 
state  to  come  to  this  state  to  tear  down  what  we 
believe  is  good.   Also  I  will  agree  with  the  person 
who  said  that,  "Yes,  I  am  a  special  interest 
person."   My  special  interest  are  working  people, 
working  people  that  have  been  taking  it  on  the  chin 
for  the  past  15  or  20  years.   Their  wages  have  been 
steadily  declining. 

At  this  particular  time  the  American  worker 
is  ranked  14th  in  wages  of  all  the  industrial 
countries  in  the  world,  19th  in  fringe  benefits. 
All  we  hear  is  "Tear  down,  take  away  people's 
benefits,  take  away  their  wages."   I  would  think 
this  country  wasn't  founded  on  taking  away  but  to 
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build  up.   I  also  want  to  state  that,  yes,  there  has 
been  a  lot  of  people  who  signed  those  petitions. 
But  let  me  state,  I  wouldn't  take  that  too  much  in 
heart  because  when  people  are  at  the  bottom  of  the 
barrel,  don't  see  any  light  at  the  head  of  the 
tunnel,  they  are  getting  laid  off,  their  wages  are 
being  decreased,  there  is  more  working  poor,  their 
health  benefits  are  taken  away,  of  course  they  are 
going  to  try  to  jump  at  anybody.   But  I  believe  this 
is  a  country  that  builds  up,  not  tears  down.   I  hope 
you  reject  this. 

SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Thank  you  for  your 
testimony.   Any  questions?   Thank  you. 

Joe  Dart,  Mike  Canavan,  Mark  Thornton. 
Funny,  you  don't  look  like  Joe  Dart. 

FRANCIS  CALLAHAN:   Give  me  a  few  years. 


SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   You  are  standing  in 


for  Joe? 


FRANCIS  CALLAHAN:   Yes.   Joe  Dart  can't  be 


here  today  due  to  another  commitment. 

My  name  is  Frank  Callahan.   I  am 
representing  the  Massachusetts  Building  Trades 
Council,  which  represents  over  60,000  men  and  women 
in  the  building  trades  industry.   On  behalf  of  the 
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Massachusetts  Building  Trades  Council  I  would  like 
to  thank  the  committee  for  this  opportunity  to  go  on 
record  in  opposition  to  the  current  initiative 
petition  which  would  cut  the  wages  of  legislators  in 
half,  limit  the  legislature  to  a  six-month  session, 
and  effectively  impose  arbitrary  term  limits  on 
working  people's  opportunity  to  get  involved  in 
public  service. 

The  Building  Trades  as  an  organization  has 
historically  advocated  for  raising  the  wages  of 
working  men  and  women,  and  as  such  the  Building 
Trades  Council  opposes  any  efforts  to  reduce  wages. 
Legislators  and  anyone  else  who  goes  to  work  every 
day  should  rightfully  expect  to  be  compensated  with 
a  living  wage,  and  by  that  we  mean  a  wage  that  you 
can  provide  for  your  family  and  have  something  a 
little  left  over  at  the  end  of  the  day,  not  just  to 
pay  for  your  rent,  your  food  and  your  clothing. 

To  reduce  the  compensation  of  our  elected 
representatives  would  cheapen  the  value  we  place  on 
public  service  and,  in  fact,  be  an  insult  to  those- 
who  have  served  and  served  well,  serving  long  hours 
away  from  home,  away  from  family,  and  sometimes  at 
great  personal  expense.   I  was  raised  in  a  family 
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where  the  tradition  was  that  public  service  was  the 
highest  vocation  you  could  seek.   And  it  is  sad  to 
say  that  it  is  trendy  today  to  bash  politicians,  to 
bash  our  elected  officials. 

I  think  it  is  easy  to  say  because  lot  of 
us,  quite  frankly,  don't  know  the  hard  work  and  the 
hours  that  our  legislators  put  in.   I  have  the  honor 
of  being  represented  by  Chairman  Rosenberg,  and  I 
not  only  see  the  work  he  does  in  the  district  but  I 
have  had  the  opportunity  to  see  the  work  he  does  in 
this  chamber,  as  well  as  the  other  members  of  the 
committee.   Public  service  is  an  honorable  vocation 
and  it  should  be  treated  as  such. 

In  regards  to  the  issue  of  limiting  the 
legislature  to  a  six-month  session,  the  timing  of 
this  couldn't  be  worse.   At  a  time  when  the  federal 
government  is  sending  more  responsibility  to  state 
governments,  we  will  be  relying  on  state  governments 
more  than  ever  before  to  make  decisions  which  affect 
our  daily  lives.   In  addition,  limiting  the 
legislature  to  a  six-month  session  would  water  down 
the  voice  of  local  voters  by  weakening  their  elected 
state  representatives  and  senators  and  shifting  the 
balance  of  power  to  the  executive  branch.   Think  of 
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what  that  would  do  to  particularly  the  smaller 
communities  on  the  South  Shore  and  the  western  part 
of  our  state. 

In  regards  to  the  effective  term  limits,  by 
that  I  mean  the  attempt  to  limit  the  wages,  the 
ability  to  collect  wages  after  a  certain  number  of 
terms,  this  arbitrary  attempt  at  term  limits  placed 
on  legislators  is  also  a  poorly  conceived  idea.   Our 
constitution  already  provides  for  term  limits  every 
two  years.   We  all  know  them  as  elections.   If  the 
voters  in  the  district  do  not  like  their  elected 
representatives  they  have,  they  have  the  right  to 
vote  them  out  of  office.   That  right  should  not  be 
taken  away  from  them.   To  say  that  the  duly  elected 
representative  or  senator  from  a  particular  district 
cannot  receive  compensation  for  the  work  they  do  in 
representing  those  voters  is  an  insult  to  those 
voters . 

The  proponents  in  their  initiative  claim 
that  these  initiatives  will  provide  accountability 
and  a  citizen  legislature.   In  my  opinion,  they  will 
do  neither.   Term  limits  only  serve  to  shift  the 
influence  of  politics  and  an  influence  of  government 
away  from  our  elected  representatives  and  shift  them 
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on  to  staff  professionals  who  have  never  stood  up 
for  election  before  the  voters  and  before  the 
public.   What  kind  of  accountability  could  we 
honestly  expect  from  an  elected  official  who  knows 
that  they  do  not  have  the  opportunity  to  run  in  the 
upcoming  election  after  they  reach  that  limit? 
There  would  be  none,  I  would  argue. 

Regarding  the  claims  of  the  citizen 
legislature,  this  petition  will  only  close  the  door 
of  public  service  to  working  people  and  those  of 
modest  means.   The  only  kind  of  citizens  who  will  be 
able  to  serve  this  kind  of  legislature  that  pays  low 
wages  and  requires  a  half  a  year  away  from  the  job 
will  be  only  the  rich,  the  very  young,  and  those 
will  be  beholden  to  their  employers  who,  out  of  the 
goodness  of  their  hearts,  let  them  run  for  office. 
And  you  can  bet  when  that  particular  interest  of 
that  particular  industry  comes  up,  you  know  which 
way  they  will  vote.   That's  not  the  kind  of 
representative  democracy  we  need  and  certainly  not 
the  kind  of  representative  democracy  we  want.   Thank 
you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  the  committee,  for  this 
opportunity  to  speak. 

SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Thank  you  for  your 
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testimony.   Any  questions?   We  would  appreciate  a 
copy  of  the  testimony  if  you  could  provide  that. 

Mike  Canavan,  Mark  Thornton,  and  Jack 
Flannagan . 

MIKE  CANAVAN:   Good  afternoon,  Mr. 
Chairman,  members  of  the  committee.   Thank  you  for 
this  opportunity  to  testify  on  this  bill.   My  name 
is  Mike  Canavan.   I  am  a  resident  of  Somerville, 
Massachusetts,  and  I  appear  in  opposition  to  House 
Bill  5780. 

Quite  simply  stated,  in  my  opinion  this 
bill  is  nothing  more  than  a  cynical  attempt  to 
devalue  the  work  of  the  legislative  branch.   In 
fact,  this  work  is  invaluable  and  extremely 
important,  and  consider  what  might  have  happened  if 
this  type  of  legislation  were  in  effect  during  the 
deliberation  over  the  Reform  Act  of  1993,  an  act  a 
that  required  extensive  committee  hearings,  detailed 
research,  and  a  tremendous  amount  of  work  on  behalf 
of  members  of  this  legislature.   Would  we  expect  a 
legislature  to  undertake  such  an  initiative  if  a 
bill  like  this  were  in  effect? 

This  is  precisely  the  type  of  landmark 
reform  that  would  suffer  with  the  passage  of  this 
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bill,  and  we  can  all  think  of  other  types  of 
legislation,  welfare  reform  that  Senator  Murray  was 
involved  in,  other  landmark  pieces  that  would  suffer 
if  this  type  of  procedure  were  in  effect. 

Is  it  unfair  for  legislators  to  be 
considered  to  be  paid  adequately  for  the  service 
they  provide?   We  think  that  the  compensation  in 
effect  right  now  is  fair  and  that  an  arbitrary 
reduction  of  it  under  this  bill  would  not  serve  the 
public  interest,  and  so  should  we  reject  it.   And  I 
would  like  to  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to 
testify  in  opposition  to  the  bill. 

SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Thank  you  for  attending 
and  testifying.   Any  questions?   Thank  you. 

Mark  Thornton,  Jack  Flannagan,  and  then 
Dick  Cauchy. 

JACK  FLANNAGAN:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman, 
and  congratulations  to  all  of  the  survivors.   For 
the  record,  my  name  is  Jack  Flannagan  representing 
the  Massachusetts  Teachers  Association.   I  am  here 
to  make  three  points  about  this  petition.   First, 
that  it  is  ant i -  democrat ic  and  even  elitist; 
secondly,  that  it  is  demeaning  of  the  legislative 
process  and  insulting  to  hard-working  legislators; 
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and  thirdly,  that  it  is  destructive  of  good 
government . 

As  to  my  first  point,  let's  not  kid 
ourselves,  cutting  your  pay  in  half  is  term  limits 
with  a  vengeance.   Proponents  for  term  limits  are 
not  satisfied  with  saying  you  can't  stay  here  any 
longer  than  eight  years.   They  want  you  gone  sooner, 
and  their  method  for  doing  that  is  essentially  to 
starve  you  out  of  office,  to  make  you  quit,  and 
there  will  be  members  of  this  legislature  who  will 
not  stand  for  reelection  in  1996  because  of  this 
petition  that  is  hanging  over  their  heads. 

I  know  in  my  own  community  a  very  prominent 
former  selectman  wanted  to  run  for  state 
representative  and,  after  long  consideration,  he 
made  up  his  mind,  he  said,  "No,  I  cannot  run  for 
state  representative.   There  is  nothing  more  than  I 
would  like  to  do  than  represent  the  Town  of 
Plymouth,  but  with  this  petition  out  there,  the 
likelihood  of  it  passing,  there  is  no  way  that  I  can 
do  that.   I'd  have  to  give  up  my  job, "  and  so  on  and 
so  forth . 

Term  limits,  cutting  legislators'  pay,  they 
are  all  part  of  the  same  thing.   We  are  depriving 
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citizens  from  even  looking  at  experienced  people  in 
our  elections,  and  that,  to  me,  is  something  that  is 
very,  very  undemocratic.   Somehow  or  other, 
experience  doesn't  count  anymore.   As  a  former 
teacher,  history  teacher,  I  am  struck  by  this 
elitist  ant i -  democrat ic  point  of  view.   I  thought 
that  barriers  to  of f ice  -  holding  was  something  that 
we  got  rid  of  years  ago.   We  used  to  have  property 
qualifications  for  voting,  we  used  to  have  religious 
qualifications  for  voting,  we  used  to  have  gender 
qualifications  for  voting,  we  used  to  have  racial 
qualifications  for  voting.   And  now  what  is  the  new 
invention?   Now  we  have  to  have  no  experience 
qualifications  for  voting. 

Those  of  you  who  have  been  here  -  -  and  I  am 
looking  at  you  particularly,  Representative  Ruane, 
because  I  know  that  you  and  I  have  had  many 


conversations  over 


what  is  it? 


the  last  18 


years  or  so  that  you  have  been  here. 

REPRESENTATIVE  RUANE:    22. 

JACK  FLANNAGAN:   22.   You  beat  me  by  a 
year.   You  and  I  were  freshmen  together,  something 
like  that.   Experience  doesn't  count.   It  is  not 
considered  useful  by  proponents  of  this  type  of 
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1  legislation  in  running  our  state.   It  is  much  like 

2  telling  us  if  you  want  to  do  anything  in  life  that 

3  is  important,  go  to  a  rookie,  go  to  a  rookie  brain 

4  surgeon,  go  to  a  rookie  lawyer,  go  to  a  rookie 

5  financial  advisor. 

6  I  have  nothing  against  people  -  -  I  was  a 

7  rookie  myself,  so  I  don't  mean  that  like  somebody 

8  has  only  been  here  one  or  two  years.   But  what  I  am 

9  saying  is  that  experience  is  being  X-ed  out  of  this 

10  whole  equation,  that  somehow  it  doesn't  mean 

11  anything.   It  doesn't  help  the  commonweal,  and  I 

12  think  that  is  wrong.   So  what  they  are  saying  is 

13  "Limit  their  terms  and,  while  we  are  at  it,  let  us 

14  reduce  their  salaries  so  they  will  leave  sooner." 

15  And  this  is  a  very,  very  sad  commentary. 

16  My  second  point  is  that  this  petition  is 

17  demeaning  to  the  legislative  process  and  insulting 

18  to  legislators.   It  devalues  the  legislative 

19  process.   Paying  you  for  six  months  while  you  are  in 

20  session  and  not  paying  you  for  the  other  six  months 

21  tells  what  the  petitioners  really  think  about  the  • 

22  value  of  constituent  services  and  about  the  needs  of 

23  people  that  have  to  be  met.   If  this  isn't  demeaning 

24  to  the  citizens  of  the  Commonwealth,  then  I  don't 
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know  what  is.   I  guess  proponents  want  something  for 
nothing  again,  and  I  hope  that  the  majority  of  the 
voters  in  this  state  won't  fall  for  that  line 


again 


House  5780  is  insulting  to  legislators.   I 


don't  think  there  is  any  other  way  you  can  look  at 
this  proposal.   It  asks  you  to  take  a  50  percent  pay 
cut  with  the  expectation  that  you  will  work  the 
other  six  months  for  nothing.   That  is  insulting. 
As  a  personal  matter,  you  know  you  cannot  raise  a 
family  on  that  kind  of  money,  you  cannot  keep  up 
with  your  constituent  demands,  and  they  have  been 
listed  by  other  speakers  here.   You  have  a  real  job, 
and  they  talk  about  coming  back  to  a  real  job.   This 
is  a  real  j  ob . 


My  father  was  a  local  elected  official 


He 


was  a  tax-collector  in  a  small  town  just  north  of 
Worcester  for  36  years,  and  he  took  brickbats  and  so 
on  and  so  forth,  but  he  said  something  once  to  me 
that  I  will  never  forget  about  politics.   He  said, 
"It  is  a  hard  way  to  make  an  easy  living."   And  how 
true  that  is,  because  that's  the  way  people  look 
upon  what  you  do.   It  is  an  easy  thing  to  do  but  it 
is  a  pretty,  pretty  hard  way  to  do  that.   And  I 
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don't  know  how  we  get  beyond  that  kind  of 
stereotype,  but  we  have  to  make  the  attempt. 

$23,000,  that's  what  they  are  clipping  you 
for  in  this  petition.   That's  $4.6  billion.   That's 
what  we  are  talking  about  in  a  $17-$18  billion 
budget.   President  Birmingham  was  here  earlier  and 
he  said  that  represents  --  really  what  it  comes  down 


to,  not  even  three-tenths 


excuse  me 


three  one 


hundredths  of  one  percent  of  the  state  budget. 
Three  one  hundredths  of  one  percent  of  the  state 


budget . 


You,  legislators,  are  investing  $17-$18 


billion  every  year  in  the  people  of  Massachusetts. 
You  sit  down  and  you  figure  out  where  the  priorities 
are  and  where  the  money  ought  to  go.   You  are 
investors  in  the  commonweal.   If  you  were  to  invest 
$17  billion  at  Fidelity,  even  in  their  no-load 
mutual  funds,  you  know  what  their  fee  would  be?   It 
averages  one  percent  of  the  assets  that  you  have 
invested.   You  know  what  that  comes  down  to?   $180 
million  to  invest  $18  billion,  and  what  are  they 
quibbling  about  here?   $4.6  million. 

I  don't  know  what  all  that  translates 
into.   Maybe  they  want  to  privatize  the  government. 
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Maybe  they  want  to  ship  it  down  to  some  of  these 
mutual  fund  companies  and  pay  the  one  percent.   They 
might  think  that  they  were  getting  their  buck's 
worth  out  of  this  whole  thing.   We  are  talking  about 
de  minimis  money  here.   And  if  we  want  citizen 
legislators,  this  bill  is  not  the  way  we  are  going 
to  get  them.   If  we  want  to  attract,  to  recruit  and 
to  retain  top-notch  people,  then  people  have  to  be 


paid . 


My  last  point  is  that  the  petition  is 


destructive  of  good  government.   Half  pay  condemns 
us  to  representation  by  a  fortunate  few,  that  is, 
those  who  are  independently  wealthy  or  those  with 
the  luxury  of  time.   And  I  suggest  to  you  that  many 
of  our  citizens  do  not  fit  into  that  kind  of  a 
picture.   I  don't  think  they  fit  into  that  kind  of  a 
picture.   You  have  to  be  wealthy.   You  have  to  have 
the  time  if  you  are  not  going  to  be  paid  to  do 
something.   Half  pay  guarantees  less  diversity  in 
our  legislature,  and  I  believe  that  is  a  giant  step 
backwards,  and  I  don't  think  that  is  what  we  want.. 
In  concluding,  I  am  happy  to  report  to  you 
that  the  MTA's  board  of  directors  has  unanimously 
voted  to  oppose  this  proposal,  and  we  stand  ready  to 
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join  with  you  in  working  for  its  defeat.   Thank 


you 


SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Any  questions?   Thank 


you  very  much  for  your  testimony 


Widmer . 


Dick  Cauchy,  and  then  Doug  Baird  and  Mike 


RICHARD  CAUCHI:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman 


and  members  of  the  committee,  and  thank  you  for 
staying  this  long.   My  name  is  Richard  Cauchy.   I  am 
here  today  as  an  individual,  as  a  resident  of  the 
City  of  Boston,  and  as  a  participant,  close  observer 
and  sometime  critic  of  the  Massachusetts  legislature 
really  since  1970.   I  want  to  add  my  voice  to  those 
who  say  this  proposal  would  not  be  a  reform,  it 
would  not  result  in  better  government.   It  would  be 
a  major  step  backward  from  the  very  real  and 
sometimes  dramatic  changes  that  have  occurred  in  the 
House  and  Senate  in  recent  years,  including  those 
changes  of  the  past  two  months. 

The  suggestion  that  legislators  should  make 
$23,000  a  year  is  an  extreme  and  insulting  one.   It 
undermines  the  notion  of  a  citizen  legislature  by 
making  it  financially  impossible  for  most  people  to 
afford  to  run  or  hold  the  job.   It  clearly  would 
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discourage  new  and  dedicated  regular  people  from 
even  considering  becoming  candidates,  and  we've 
heard  some  very  real  examples  of  that  this  morning. 
In  many  areas  it  would  become,  I  think,  the  domain 
of  the  wealthy. 

Further,  the  idea  of  a  50  percent  or  more 
across-the-board  cut  in  existing  salaries  is  even 
more  irresponsible.   If  any  private  sector  employer 
imposed  50  percent  pay  reductions  on  all  workers,  it 
would  be  the  scandal  of  the  community.   There  is 
also  an  irony  that  the  reduced  pay  would  in  fact 
mean  that  a  number  of  legislators  and  their  families 
would  be  so  close  to  the  federal  poverty  level  that 
they  would  indeed  qualify  for  Medicaid,  who  had  four 
kids  or  kids  who  would  be  qualified,  and  food  stamps 
as  well.   The  no  pay  after  June  30th  provision  would 
make  it  nearly  impossible  to  conduct  the  regular 
kind  of  legislative  business,  and  you've  heard  much 


on  that . 


In  the  late  1970s  I  was  here  when 


Representatives  Phil  Johnson  and  Andrew  Card  stood  • 
with  20  colleagues  at  the  door  of  the  House  chamber 
and  launched  a  bipartisan  campaign  for  legislative 
reform.   In  1983  over  100,000  voters  signed  an 
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initiative  petition  calling  for  major  changes  in  the 
rules  and  process  on  Beacon  Hill.   The  interesting 
and  sometimes  forgotten  fact  is  that  virtually  all 
of  those  goals  have  been  achieved  eventually  by  a 
combination  of  public  pressure  by  electoral  change 
and,  importantly,  by  the  internal  votes  of  the  House 
and  the  Senate  themselves. 

We  now  have  full  TV  coverage  of  the  Senate 
and  the  House.   We  have  two-year  carry-over,  a 
15-year  campaign,  but  a  very  important  step,  I 
think,  and  one  that  will  save  a  million  dollars  and 
make  the  work  a  lot  more  rational.   We  have 
eliminated  lame  duck  sessions,  an  important  goal. 
But  by  having  seven-month  sessions,  I  think  it  has 
been  a  dramatic  step  to  ending  forever  the  kind  of 
concerns  and  abuses  that  citizens  worried  about  in 
past  years . 

And  finally,  there  has  been,  in  fact,  a 
very  significant  turnover  of  membership  in  every 
recent  two-year  election.   There  were  some  33  new 
members  elected  in  '94.   And  in  fact,  as  I  think  the 
proponents  pointed  out,  there  were  five  new  members 
sworn  in  just  since  October.   I  think  that  actually 
makes  the  point  that  where  change  is  useful,  when 
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change  is  needed,  that  change  happens,  and  it 
doesn't  take  this  kind  of  law. 

In  summary,  the  initiative  proposal  is 
trying  to  solve  a  problem  that  is  already  solved,  if 
it  ever  existed.   It  will  make  things  worse  for  the 
people  of  our  state.   House  5780  deserves  a  negative 
report  here  and  a  "no"  vote  in  November. 

SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Thank  you  for  your 
testimony.   Any  questions?   Thank  you. 

Doug  Baird  followed  by  Mike  Widmer  and 
Geoff  Beckwith.   Is  Doug  Baird  here?   Mike  Widmer. 
After  Mr.  Beckwith  is  John  Stouffer. 

MICHAEL  WIDMER:   Mr.  Chairman,  for  the 
record,  I  am  Michael  Widmer,  president  of  the 
Massachusetts  Taxpayers  Foundation.   Our  board,  our 
executive  committee  will  be  taking  an  official 
position  on  this  ballot  question  presumably  at  next 
month's  meeting,  but  the  subject  matter  of  this 
petition  is  one  that  has  been  of  long-time  interest 
to  the  Taxpayers  Foundation  and  where  we  have  taken 
an  active  involvement,  issues  of  legislative  rules- 
and  procedures,  length  of  session,  and  legislative 


pay. 


In  that  context  there  are  two  issues  that  I 
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1  want  to  touch  on  briefly.   The  first  is,  the 

2  Foundation  has  been  a  long-term  advocate  of  a 

3  limited  legislative  session,  six-month  or 

4  seven-month  sessions.   We  have  been  supportive  of 

5  that  effort  for  a  number  of  reasons,  but  certainly 

6  high  on  the  list  is  as  a  means  of  having  a  more 

7  orderly  and  straightforward  conducting  of  the 

8  public's  business. 

9  As  was  mentioned  several  hours  ago,  we 

10  tried  in  the  '80s  to  get  a  ballot  question  -- 

11  constitutional  amendment  on  the  ballot  which  would 

12  have  limited  legislative  sessions  in  each  year  to 

13  six  months.   In  that  context  I  should  note 

14  positively  the  rule  changes  that  have  taken  place  in 

15  the  legislature  now  which  have  been  a  major  step  in 

16  that  direction,  the  10-1/2-month  session  one  year 

17  and  seven  months  the  next. 

18  The  point  today,  however,  is  that  in  that 

19  context  of  pushing  and  lobbying  for  limited 

20  legislative  sessions,  we  never  coupled  that  with  a 

21  proposal  to  reduce  legislative  pay,  and  that  was  not 

22  a  mere  oversight.   That  was  deliberate,  and  that  was 

23  because  of  a  recognition  on  our  part,  which  has  been 

24  much  aired  today  but  I  think  is  self-evident,  and 
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1  that  is  that  the  job  of  a  legislator  individually 

2  and  the  job  of  the  legislature,  plural,  is  not 

3  limited  to  the  days  or  weeks  or  months  in  which  it 

4  is  in  formal  session. 

5  I  am  involved,  have  been  involved  in  my 

6  community  on  a  local  level  in  government  and 

7  politics  for  many  years  and  I  see  in  that  context, 

8  as  I  see,  obviously,  in  my  role  as  head  of  the  Mass. 

9  Taxpayers  Foundation,  that  the  job  of  a  legislator 

10  goes  way  beyond  what  happens  in  an  individual  formal 

11  session.   Clearly  the  constituent  work  is  a  major 

12  piece  of  what  the  legislator  does,  and  obviously,  as 

13  well,  these  kinds  of  hearings,  taking  of  testimony. 

14  The  understanding  of  very  complex  issues  that  you 

15  are  forced  to  deal  with  take  time  that  is 

16  incalculable. 

17  Therefore,  we  do  not  support  the  linking  of 

18  a  limited  legislative  session  and  a  cut  in  pay  and 

19  we  would  oppose,  therefore,  such  a  cut  in 

20  legislative  pay,  which  relates  to  the  second  point. 

21  And  that  is  simply  that  a  salary  of  $46,000  for  the 

22  work  of  what  an  individual  legislator  does  is 

23  clearly  a  fair  salary.   You  are  dealing  with  a  whole 

24  variety  of  complex  issues.   Just  the  kinds  of  issues 
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that  I  come  before  you  to  deal  with  are  on  the 
budget,  the  economy,  taxes,  a  whole  set  of 
complicated  issues,  require  an  attention  on  the  part 
of  any  conscientious  legislator  and  attention  to 
details  and  hard  work  that,  frankly,  fully  justifies 
a  salary  of  $46,000.   I  would  say  arguably  that 
there  are  few  jobs  in  the  Commonwealth  that  ask  as 
much  as  the  Commonwealth  asks  of  legislators  in 
terms  of  what  you  decide  and  the  impact  on  our 
well-being  or  not  that  pay  as  little  as  $46,000. 

Related  to  that  are  two  other  points  that 
have  been  touched  on  earlier  today.   The  first  is 
comparing  Massachusetts  to  other  similar  states. 
We,  the  Taxpayers  Foundation,  as  you  well  know,  like 
to  compare  how  we  compete  with  other  states  in  terms 
of  the  cost  of  doing  business.   We  look  centrally, 
and  we  do  that  because  that  terms  determines  the 
economic  future  of  this  state.   The  key  group  of 
states  that  we  look  at  are  the  industrial  states  of 
this  country,  and  there  are  eight  of  them. 

The  $46,000  salary  places  us  fourth,  right 
in  the  middle.   The  $23,205  would  place  us  last 
among  those  eight  industrial  states.   And  we  think 
that  is  a  reasonable  comparison.   And  similarly,  as 
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1  other  speakers  have  mentioned,  the  $30,000  salary  of 

2  the  early  1980s  would  be  worth,  just  through 

3  inflation,  approximately  $49,000  in  1997.   So  we  are 

4  talking  here  about  a  salary  that,  at  $46,000,  that 

5  is  slightly  less  than  the  $30,000  salary  in  the 

6  early  '80s,  which  was  apparently  the  last  time  in 

7  which  there  was  reasonable  agreement  that  that  was  a 

8  reasonable  salary.   The  salary  today  is  essentially 

9  an  inflation- ad j us ted  salary  that  reflects  the 

10  $30,000  of  the  early  1980s.   In  sum,  we  think  the 

11  salary  of  $46,000  is  reasonable  and  we  do  not  see 

12  any  reason  to  cut  it  in  half. 

13  SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Thank  you  for  your 

14  testimony.   Are  there  any  questions?   Thank  you. 

15  MICHAEL  WIDMER:   Thank  you. 

16  SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Geoff  Beckwith, 

17  followed  by  John  Stouffer,  followed  by  Harold 

18  Hestnes.   We  thank  all  of  you  for  your  patience,  for 

19  sticking  it  out. 

20  (Recess  taken) 

21  SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Mr.  Beckwith. 

22  GEOFF  BECKWITH:   Thank  you  very  much,  Mr. 

23  Chairman.   I  promise  I  won't  use  the  entire  tape.   I 

24  know  it  is  late  and  I  am  one  of  the  final  folks  to 
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1  testify  today.   But,  Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the 

2  committee,  the  Joint  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means 

3  acting  concurrently,  thank  you  very  much  for  this 

4  opportunity  to  testify  on  House  5780.   For  the 

5  record,  I  am  Geoffrey  Beckwith,  the  executive 

6  director  of  the  Massachusetts  Municipal  Association, 

7  and  I  am  here  to  speak  in  opposition  to  House  5780. 

8  As  you  know,  the  Massachusetts  Municipal 

9  Association's  board  of  directors  supported  the  1994 

10  pay  raise  that  was  enacted  by  the  legislature  and 

11  supported  by  the  governor.   Local  officials  know  and 

12  respect  the  importance  of  public  service.   Local 

13  officials  know  and  respect  the  importance  of  the 

14  responsibilities  and  duties  that  are  discharged  by 

15  those  who  serve  in  the  General  Court .   And  we  know 

16  that  the  simple  fairness  of  our  process  and  our 

17  system  requires  that  individuals  who  work  in  the 

18  public  sector,  including  the  legislature,  should  be 

19  compensated  adequately. 

20  In  Massachusetts  citizens  expect  and  demand 

21  a  very  high  level  of  service  and  performance  from  • 

22  their  own  legislators.   It  is  not  exorbitant  to  have 

23  a  system  that  compensates  that  high  level  of 

24  responsibility  with  a  middle  class  salary.   If  the 
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1  intent  of  the  petition  is  to  effectively  restrict 

2  the  pool  of  those  eligible  or  able  to  serve  in  the 

3  legislature  or  if  the  intent  of  the  petition  is  to 

4  reduce  the  legislature's  authority,  then  that  would 

5  be  more  appropriately  addressed  by  a  proposal  to 

6  amend  the  constitution,  not  in  some  stealth  fashion 

7  by  wrapping  such  ant igovernment  philosophy  in  pay 

8  raise  repeal  packaging. 

9  The  Massachusetts  Municipal  Association 

10  supported  the  pay  raise  because  we  value  and  respect 

11  public  service  and  we  recognize  the  tremendous 

12  demands  that  are  placed  on  legislators.   And  I 

13  speak,  obviously,  from  personal  experience  both  as  a 

14  former  legislator,  sometimes  referred  to  as  a 

15  recovering  legislator,  but  also  as  the  MMA's 

16  executive  director  who  works  with  local  officials 

17  all  over  the  Commonwealth  who  work  with  you  very, 

18  very  closely. 

19  In  general,  there  are  three  major  functions 

20  that  are  discharged  and  performed  by  members  of  the 

21  General  Court,  all  equally  important.   First,  you  - 

22  set  public  policy  and  the  Commonwealth's  taxing  and 

23  spending  limits,  and  the  proponents  of  this  petition 

24  seem  to  want  to  pretend  that  a  legislator's  job  is 
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1  limited  to  simply  voting  on  bills  that  somehow 

2  magically  appear  on  the  calendar.   But  we  all  know 

3  that  debating  and  setting  public  policy  requires  an 

4  exhaustive  process  of  checks  and  balances.   It  is 

5  neither  easy  nor  entirely  satisfying  for 

6  participants  and  observers  to  take  part  in  a  system 

7  of  checks  and  balances,  and  that's  because  all 

8  interests  and  all  perspectives  are  supposed  to  be 

9  considered,  a  key  intent  of  the  framers  of  the 

10  Massachusetts  and  United  States  constitutions. 

11  And  part  of  this  balancing  process  includes 

12  balancing  the  common  and  disparate  interests  of  the 

13  Commonwealth's  351  cities  and  towns,  varying  from 

14  east  to  west,  northeast  to  southeast  and  central, 

15  large  and  small,  urban,  suburban  and  rural.   It  is 

16  the  legislator's  duty  and  responsibility  to  help 

17  work  with  local  officials  in  that  process  of 

18  balancing  priorities  and  essentially  developing 

19  public  policy  that  is  fair  in  its  treatment  of 

20  cities  and  towns.   Turning  a  lawmaker's  job  into  a 

21  part-time  or  seasonal  task  in  this  modern  era  of 

22  complex  choices  would  most  likely  work  against  that 

23  fundamental  aspect  of  American  government  system  of 
2<fe»-r.  checks  and  balances. 
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1  Second,  you  assist  your  constituents  with 

2  countless  requests  for  helping  and  cutting  through 

3  state  and  federal  bureaucracies  and  in  serving  as  an 

4  advocate  for  the  individuals  and  families  in  your 

5  districts,  people  who  have  neither  the  resources  nor 

6  the  intricate  understanding  of  the  workings  of 

7  bureaucracy  and  government  to  get  the  immediate 

8  results  that  they  need  from  their  own  government. 

9  There  is  very  little  evidence  that  the 

10  residents  of  Massachusetts  would  like  to  discontinue 

11  this  service.   In  fact,  I  am  certain  that 

12  individuals  would  expect  that  their  legislators 

13  would  continue  to  answer  their  mail,  respond  to 

14  their  phone  calls  and  help  with  all  of  these 

15  requests,  but  how  would  a  part-time  or  seasonal 

16  legislator  be  able  to  do  this  throughout  the  course 

17  of  the  entire  year? 

18  And  is  it  really  healthy,  as  we  have  heard 

19  suggested,  to  have  a  part-time  legislator  with 

20  full-time  staffs  and  delegating  the  responsibility 

21  of  somehow  dealing  with  these  very  personal  and  very 

22  troubling  and  very  emotional  issues  that  individuals 

23  have,  having  those  delegated  off  to  someone  else  as 

24  opposed  to  the  direct  representative  of  the  people 
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1  who  is  elected  and  known  to  these  families  and 

2  individuals?   It  doesn't  seem  very  healthy  and  it 

3  doesn't  seem  as  thought  that  level  of  responsiveness 

4  would  be  as  adequate  as  necessary. 

5  A  third  component  of  the  job  is  one  that 

6  many  folks  have  not  touched  on  directly  but,  of 

7  course,  is  of  major  interest  to  the  Massachusetts 

8  Municipal  Association  and  members.   You  advocate  for 

9  the  needs  of  your  communities  in  your  districts. 

10  You  assist  local  officials  with  important  road  and 

11  infrastructure  projects,  with  school  building 

12  proposals,  with  economic  development  initiatives, 

13  with  complex  interagency  matters  that  need  to  have 

14  an  advocate  for  community  interests  at  the  state 

15  level  to  push  the  process  long,  to  solve  problems, 

16  to  eliminate  hang-ups  and  to  get  things  going  for 

17  communities,  to  get  the  local  agenda  on  track  and 

18  into  action . 

19  In  order  for  Massachusetts  state  government 

20  to  truly  focus  on  the  needs  of  its  customers,  the 

21  needs  of  its  citizens,  the  needs  of  its  cities  and 

22  towns,  we  need  to  have  this  help  on  an  everyday 

23  basis.   But  what  if  legislators  were  not  able  to 

24  help  in  any  more  than  a  passive  way?   This  means 
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1  that  state  bureaucrats  in  the  executive  branch  would 

2  have  a  much  greater  say  over  what  happens  locally, 

3  and  while  in  general  the  members  of  the  MMA  have 

4  been  pleased  with  the  responsiveness  of  the  current 

5  administration,  who  is  to  say  that  this  would 

6  continue  with  future  administrations  unless  we 

7  maintain  the  level  of  accountability  that  is 

8  inevitably  present  when  legislators  work  to  ensure  a 

9  strong  voice  for  local  interests. 

10  The  inevitable  result  of  this  ballot 

11  question  would  be  a  stronger  role  for  the  unelected 

12  bureaucracy  at  the  state  level  and  a  diminished  role 

13  for  elected  members  of  the  General  Court,  and  this 

14  is  does  not  appear  to  be  a  wise  course  of  action. 

15  Also,  it  does  appear  as  though  fewer  citizens  would 

16  be  in  a  position  to  run  for  the  legislature  if  House 

17  5780  becomes  law.   How  many  people  can  raise  a 

18  family  on  $23,000  a  year?   How  many  people  are  in 

19  professions  that  would  allow  them  to  work  full-time 

20  for  six  months  and  then  full-time  in  another 

21  occupation?   How  many  firms  would  really  provide 

22  that  level  of  flexibility? 

23  Surely  fewer  citizens  would  be  able  to 

24  consider  running  for  the  legislature  given  the  great 
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1  deal  of  economic  uncertainty  that  would  beset  their 

2  households.   We  need  instead  to  embrace  the  notion 

3  of  respect  for  public  service  and  to  see  such  public 

4  service  as  an  honorable  undertaking.   We  should  not 

5  succumb  to  the  lure  of  short-term  political  gain 

6  that  is  achieved  by  distorting  the  character  of  the 

7  institutions  that  have  been  created  to  serve  the 

8  general  good  or  the  intentions  of  those  who  have 

9  stood  up  to  serve. 

10  We  need  to  think  twice  before  speeding  down 

11  a  path  that  would  shift  the  balance  of  power  between 

12  the  unelected  bureaucracy  and  the  elected 

13  legislature.   We  have  a  lot  of  respect,  everyone 

14  here,  for  state  employees  and  individuals  who  work 

15  for  the  Commonwealth,  but  it  is  important  to  make 

16  sure  that  there  is  a  level  of  accountability  for 

17  every  agency,  for  every  office,  for  every 

18  secretariat,  for  every  person  who  is  serving.   In 

19  our  current  system  part  of  that  accountability  comes 

20  from  you,  it  comes  from  the  legislature. 

21  We  need  to  say  that  it  is  okay  to  expect  a 

22  lot  from  our  legislators  in  their  various  roles  as 

23  lawmakers,  as  advocates  for  their  constituents  and 

24  as  advocates  for  their  communities.   And  we  need  to 
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1  say,  then,  that  it  is  okay  to  expect  that 

2  legislators  will  be  paid  an  adequate  wage  for  these 

3  tasks.   But  we  can't  maintain  these  expectations  if 

4  we  slash  the  pay,  reduce  the  hours,  and  set  up  a 

5  system  whereby  fewer  citizens  would  be  in  a  position 

6  to  fully  serve. 

7  It  is  interesting  to  read  House  5780's 

8  title,  "An  act  encouraging  a  citizen  legislature 

9  accountable  to  the  people."   The  last  time  I 

10  checked,  every  member  of  the  Massachusetts  General 

11  Court  was  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  and  a 

12  citizen  of  Massachusetts.   The  last  time  I  checked, 

13  every  member  of  the  Massachusetts  General  Court  was 

14  elected  to  serve  by  the  residents  of  their 

15  respective  districts  throughout  the  Commonwealth. 

16  We  have  citizens  who  are  accountable  to  people,  to 

17  their  people,  to  the  people,  and  those  citizens  are 

18  serving  right  now  in  the  legislature.   This 

19  initiative  petition  is  unnecessary. 

20  In  order  to  underscore  our  respect  for 

21  public  service,  to  maintain  an  appropriate  balance- 

22  between  the  executive  and  legislative  branches,  and 

23  to  continue  to  demand  a  lot  from  our  legislators,  we 

24  urge  you  to  oppose  this  petition.   Thank  you  very 
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much 


SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Thank  you  for  your 


testimony.   Any  questions?   Thank  you. 

Mr.  Stouffer,  followed  by  Mr.  Hestnes,  and 
then  Mr.  Fallon. 

JOHN  STOUFFER:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 
My  name  is  John  Stouffer  and  I  am  appearing  simply 
as  an  individual  Massachusetts  resident  and  voter, 
and  I  will  be  mercifully  brief.   You  may  recall 
having  seen  me  do  this  once  before.   I  was  thinking, 
when  Former  Senator  Paul  Tsongas  was  making  his 
remarks,  that  I  don't  know  how  many  people  here  know 
how  serious  a  swimmer  he  is,  but  he  is  indeed  a 
serious  swimmer,  and  I  thought  that,  given  the 
weight  of  testimony  that  is  opposed  to  this,  Ms. 
Anderson  must  think  we  are  a  bunch  of  a  pariahs 
swimming  among  the  piranhas,  as  she  views  the 
legislature . 

I  was  struck  by  that  fact  that  the  few 
points  that  I  will  not  read  are  very  much  reflected 
by  everybody  who  testified,  and  we  didn't  all  get  • 
together  to  make  that  testimony.   Certainly  I 
didn't.   There  may  have  been  some  who  got  together 
somewhere.   But  we  all  came  down  about  on  the  same 
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kind  of  points,  and  I  will  not  reiterate  those  other 
than  to  say  I  think  one  of  the  salient  points  is  the 
problem  of  the  balance  of  power,  particularly  that 
between  the  executive  and  the  legislative  branch. 
And  the  other  thing  I  would  like  to  do  is  tell  you  a 
true  story. 

Picture,  if  you  will,  a  November  night, 
evening,  cold,  out  on  the  sea  coast  of  Massachusetts 
and  a  legislator  and  spouse  are  getting  ready  to  go 
out.   They  do  have  some  private  life.   And  a  call 
comes  in  from  a  young  mother  living  in  a  house  that 
is  going  to  have  the  gas  turned  off.   And  that 
story,  incidentally,  I  suspect,  could  be  repeated 
many  times.   That  person,  because  of  that  role, 
prevented  that  from  happening  by  reason  of  -  -  I 


don't  know  what  word  I  want  to  use 


I  hes i tate  to 


say  "power, "  but  the  respect  given  to  a  legislator, 
calling  the  right  people,  the  right  places,  and  so 
on,  later  arranging  a  payment  schedule,  et  cetera, 
et  cetera.   And  so  that's  part  of  the  job  that  may 
not  get  recognized  all  the  time. 

So  I  say  that  I  indeed  oppose  this  bill. 
And  as  you  consider  doing  so  -  -  I  might  add  that  my 
wife,  who  is  a  former  legislator,  does  not  benefit 


DORIS  0.  WONG  ASSOCIATES 


220 


by  any  of  the  pay  increase,  will  not  benefit  in  any 
way,  will  not  run  again  for  public  office,  said  that 
I  should  use  her  name  as  having  also  opposed  this 
bill.   Thank  you. 

SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Thank  you  for  your 
testimony.   Any  questions,  comments?   Thank  you  very 


much  . 


Mr.  Hestnes,  are  you  still  with  us?   Mr 


Walsh.   I'm  sorry.   Mr.  Fallon  and  then  Mr.  Walsh. 
Is  this  okay? 

JOHN  COLEMAN  WALSH:   Thank  you,  Mr. 
Fallon.   Oliver  Wendell  Holmes  said,  "Don't  be 
ashamed  of  wisdom  just  because  it  comes  late."   Mr. 
Chairman,  members  of  the  committee,  I  am  going  to  be 
very  brief.   My  name  is  John  Coleman  Walsh,  for  the 
record.   I  am  a  resident  of  Lynn,  Massachusetts.   I 
have  been  a  lobbyist  here  at  the  State  House  since 
1977,  and  I  think  I  bring  a  different  type  of 
perspective  here  because  my  wife  is  an  elected 
official  in  the  City  of  Lynn  for  many  years. 

Now,  I  am  going  to  tell  you  as  members  of- 
the  committee  what  you  know,  but  I  go  to  a  lot  of 
things  with  my  wife.   And  when  I  go  there,  I  see  the 
representative  there,  I  see  the  senator  there,  I  see 
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1  the  other  representatives  there,  I  see  other 

2  counsellors,  whoever  they  might  be.   The  people  who 

3  are  in  the  audience,  they  only  see  them  that  one 

4  night,  but  I  see  them  night  after  night.   And  I  also 

5  listen  to  the  phone  ring  and  people  asking  for  help, 

6  asking  for  some  sort  of  a  solution  to  their 

7  particular  problem  that  only  can  be  gotten  sometimes 

8  because  the  elected  official  has  access  to  things 

9  that  the  ordinary  person  might  not  have. 

10  You  know,  over  my  years  in  the  legislature 

11  I  have  watched  different  representatives  and  gone 

12  into  their  office,  and  I  go  into  an  office  of  a 

13  representative  from  Wellesley,  for  example,  or  from 

14  Weston  and  things  are  quiet  and  not  much  going  on. 

15  I  go  into  the  representative  from  Salem's  office  or 

16  from  Lynn  or  Dorchester,  South  Boston  and 

17  Springfield,  the  phones  are  ringing  off  the  hook. 

18  People  need  this,  they  need  that,  their  kids  need 

19  summer  jobs,  somebody  is  trying  to  get  into  a 

20  nursing  home,  somebody  is  trying  to  get  into 

21  college,  all  sorts  of  constituent  issues  that  are  • 

22  never  mentioned  by  this  type  of  thing,  and  they  are 

23  never  mentioned  because  many  of  the  people  who  are 

24  involved  in  this  type  of  program  to  change  do  not 
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need  them. 

We  are  looking,  trying  to  set  up  a  whole 
system  of  government  that  is  not  based  on  the  needs 
of  the  ordinary  citizen  living  in  the  greater 
metropolitan  areas  of  our  legislature,  but  we  are 
talking  about  that  group  that  I  think  somebody  here 
in  the  State  House  talked  -  -  a  suburban  home  with  a 
fence  around  it,  and  that's  the  whole  idea  of  this 
whole  idea  to  lessen  government.   Let's  lessen 
government  because  the  people  who  don't  need  it 
don't  want  to  be  bothered.   And  I  think  that  that's 
at  the  core  of  this,  it  is  at  the  core  of  the  people 
who  are  sponsoring  it,  and  it's  been  at  the  core  of 
those  people  who  have  tried  to  lessen  government  for 
years.   And  the  people  who  need  things  know  that 
they  can  only  get  it  sometimes  through  a  legislator 
who  cares,  a  person  who  understands  their  particular 
issues.   That  is  the  reason,  just  as  a  citizen,  I 
strongly  oppose  this  proposition.   Thank  you,  Mr. 


Chairman 


SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Thank  you  for  your 


attendance  and  testimony. 


Mr.  Fallon  followed  by  Mr.  Holway  and  then 


Mr .  Hayes . 
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1  JOHN  W.  FALLON:   Mr.  Chairman,  members  of 

2  the  committee,  I  am  John  Fallon.   For  the  record.   I 

3  am  legislative  agent  for  the  Professional 

4  Firefighters  of  Massachusetts,  currently  employed  as 

5  a  firefighter  in  the  Town  of  Stoughton  and,  due  to  a 

6  lapse  of  mental  stability  last  year,  became  a 

7  selectman  of  the  Town  of  Stoughton. 

8  I  come  here  in  opposition  to  House  5780, 

9  and  I  would  like  the  committee  to  know  that  the 

10  January  meeting  of  the  Professional  Firefighters  of 

11  Massachusetts,  174  cities  and  towns  being 

12  represented,  unanimously  voted  to  oppose  this 

13  legislation.   We  want  to  extend  to  you  every 

14  resource  that  we  have  to  help  you  to  make  sure  that 

15  this  is  defeated. 

16  I  know  personally  what  you  do.   I  have  been 

17  in  here  on  Saturdays,  Sundays,  Friday  afternoons  for 

18  meetings.   You're  like  firefighters.   We  get  paid, 

19  we  don't  do  anything,  but  if  you  fail  to  respond  or 

20  you  don't  answer  the  call,  you  are  a  dead  person. 

21  We  realize  what  you  do.   I  saw  first-hand,  through- 

22  the  efforts  of  the  legislature  last  year,  that  a 

23  widow  and  three  kids  was  taken  care  off  when  my  pal 

24  was  caught  in  a  flashover  in  the  Town  of  Stoughton. 
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1  So  like  I  say,  the  firefighters  are  behind  you.   We 

2  think  it  is  just  vindictive,  what  they  are  trying  to 

3  do  to  you.   We  want  people  that  are  professionals. 

4  We  want  full-time  legislators.   And  anything  we  can 

5  do,  we'd  be  more  than  happy  to  assist  you.   Thank 

6  you . 

7  SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Thank  you.   Mr.  Holway. 

8  DAVID  HOLWAY:   Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the 

9  committee,  my  name  is  David  Holway,  29  Beacon 

10  Street,  Cambridge,  Massachusetts.   I  am  here 

11  representing  the  National  Association  of  Government 

12  Employees  and  the  International  Brotherhood  of 

13  Police  Officers.   Our  executive  board  has  asked  me 

14  to  come  here  today  to  register  our  opposition  to 

15  this  legislation.   It's  been  a  long  day  and  I  just 

16  want  to  make  a  couple  of  quick  points. 

17  Number  one,  we  are  a  vested  interest.   We 

18  are  a  special  interest.   It  was  raised  here  earlier 

19  today  that  the  special  interest  would  in  fact  -  -  the 

20  question  was  would  it  benefit  by  this  bill?   The 

21  answer  to  that  is  yes.   Quite  honestly,  we  are  well 

22  organized.   We  have  the  resources  to  represent  the 

23  40,000  people  that  we  represent  in  this  state  before 

24  the  legislature.   And  what  we  are  looking  for, 
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1  though,  is  an  even  playing  field. 

2  Although  this  legislation  would  help  us, 

3  because  if  you  had  a  bunch  of  rookies  in  here  with 

4  no  institutional  knowledge,  it  would  be  easier  for 

5  us  to  get  our  agenda  through.   But  that's  not  what 

6  we  are  looking  for.   We  are  looking  for  a 

7  Commonwealth  that  is  fair  and  equitable.   So  the 

8  special  interest  would  in  fact,  as  one  of  the  other 

9  lobbyists  said,  benefit  by  this. 

10  Number  two,  this  is  not  New  Hampshire.   We 

11  heard  earlier  today  that  42  states  currently  have  a 

12  part-time  legislature.   We  lobby  in  New  Hampshire 

13  because  we  represent  people  in  New  Hampshire.   The 

14  New  Hampshire  legislator,  $300  a  year,  part-time, 

15  but  they  operate  under  a  different  set  of  rules  and 

16  regulations.   I  was  at  a  hearing  in  the  New 

17  Hampshire  legislature  a  few  years  back  when  the  head 

18  of  the  Alcohol  Board  --  people  that  sell  alcohol 

19  products  beer  and  wine,  what  have  you  --  was 

20  testifying  before  the  legislature.   And  part  of  his 

21  testimony  was  to  thank  the  members  of  the  committee 

22  who  had  in  fact  rented  him  space,  built  strip  malls 

23  for  him  to  build  new  stores,  and  helped  him  in 

24  business.   So  they  were  in  business  together.   We 


DORIS  0.  WONG  ASSOCIATES 


226 


1 
2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


were  quite  aghast.   Ray  McGrath,  who  I  think  you  all 
know  is  the  lobbyist  for  the  IBPO,  and  I  were 
together.   We  were  waiting  for  the  feds  to  come  in 
and  put  handcuffs  on  everybody  because  that's  what 


would  happen  in  this  state.   This  is  not  New 
Hampshire.   We  don't  want  to  be  New  Hampshire 


We 


don't  want  to  be  Iowa.   We  are  an  industrial  state, 
contrary  to  the  testimony  given  a  little  bit 
earl ier . 

The  third  point  I  want  to  make  is,  I  am  a 
former  elected  official  in  Cambridge.   I  was  on  the 
Cambridge  school  committee  and,  as  Representative 
Ruane  knows  and  some  of  the  members  of  this 
committee,  I  served  as  a  legislative  staffer  here 
through  1980.   My  phone  still  rings.   16  years 
later,  my  phone  still  rings  from  the  people  that  I 
served  as  a  legislative  staffer  and  the  people  that 
I  served  in  the  Cambridge  school  committee.   So  your 
job  never  ends.   I  mean,  you  might  leave  here,  but 
the  phone  is  going  to  ring  as  long  as  it  is  plugged 
in.   So  for  those  people  to  say  this  is  part-time, - 
you  only  work  230  hours  a  year,  that's  false. 

This  committee  and  the  Senate  president  and 
the  various  members  of  the  committee,  in  particular 
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the  gentleman  from  Salem,  who  I  happened  to  open  the 
door  for  as  staffer  when  he  first  came  in  the 
building,  so  I  predate  him  here,  you  have  done  a 
wonderful  job  defending  yourselves,  but  it  is  a 
disgrace  that  you  had  to  because  the  people  who 
elect,  as  many  of  the  people  have  said  earlier,  know 
the  job  you  do,  know  in  fact  that  you  are 
underpaid.   And  I  can  just  tell  you  now,  16  years 
after  leaving  here,  the  job  never  ends.   Thank  you 


very  much 


SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Thanks  for  your 


testimony.   Mr.  Hayes 


JOHN  HAYES:   I  had  the  distinct  impression 


I  had  the  last  word  here. 


SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   You  are  the  last  person 
who  is  signed  up. 

MR.  HAYES:   First  of  all,  thank  you  for  the 
opportunity  to  speak  before  this  committee  on  the 
pay  raise.   I  am  a  private  citizen.   I  reside  in 
Belmont,  a  former  teacher  and  computer 

professional.   I  am  now  retired,  very  much  involved, 
as  you  are  all  aware,  in  auto  insurance  legislation 
to  benefit  the  citizens  and  consumers  of 
Massachusetts,  and  I  favor  the  increased  pay  for  a 
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1  couple  of  reasons,  most  of  which  I  have  already  seen 

2  on  television,  have  been  stated.   But  I  wanted  to 

3  try  to  stress  these  things  because  I  feel  I  have  had 

4  the  occasion  to  come  into  contact  with  some  people 

5  that  I  am  very  proud  of  in  this  legislature.   We 

6  need  to  make  this  office  sufficiently  attractive  in 

7  order  to  encourage  more  candidates  and  better 

8  qualified  candidates.   It  is  a  shame  when  certain 

9  legislative  offices  are  not  contested.   We  need  to 

10  have  more  people  being  able  to  afford  to  run  for 

11  office  and  hopefully  to  encourage  those  who  are 

12  better  qualified  in  terms  of  experience  or  anything 

13  else  to  run  for  office. 

14  We  need  to  make  it  at  least  competitive 

15  with  private  industry  --  there  is  no  way  we  can 

16  afford  to  pay  you  guys  what  you  are  worth  in  private 

17  industry  --  at  least  to  try  to  move  toward  that  kind 

18  of  thing  so  it's  possible  to  be  involved.   If  the 

19  pay  is  too  low,  a  lot  of  folks  simply  couldn't 

20  afford  to  be  involved. 

21  There  is  a  second  thing  too  that  I  think  is 

22  important.   That  is,  a  sufficient  salary  would 

23  reduce  the  need  to  depend  upon  other  sources  of 

24  income  such  as  a  full-time  occupation  in  private 
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industry  or  financial  assistance,  shall  we  say,  from 
special  interests.   And  I  think  that  we  need  to  have 
more  independent  legislators,  people  who  can  afford 
to  stand  on  their  own  two  feet,  who  are  not  bound  by 
any  particular  private  or  special  interest,  not 
bound  by  any  particular  occupation  or  profession. 

Either  of  these  two  factors  would 
compromise  a  legislator's  independence,  and  I  think 
that  we  desperately  need  the  situation  where 
constituents  are  given  the  primary  responsibility 
and  not  any  particular  profession.   In  short,  then, 
we  need  independent  legislators,  especially  in  my 
particular  venture  as  regards  automobile  insurance 
reform.   Thank  you  very  much,  Senator. 

SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Thank  you  for  your 
testimony.   Any  questions?   Seeing  none,  I  will  ask 
if  there  is  anyone  who  has  not  yet  testified  on 
either  side,  in  favor  or  opposed,  who  wishes  to  do 


so 


JIM  MACHADO:   Yes,  please. 

SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Briefly. 

MR.  MACHADO:   Mr.  Chairman,  for  the  record, 
my  name  is  Jim  Machado .   I  am  a  police  officer  in 
the  City  of  Fall  River.   I  am  working  on  the  patrol 
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force  there  four  days  a  week  knowing  full  well  what 
it  is  to  give  an  honest  day's  work  for  an  honest 
day's  pay.   In  addition,  I  represent  the  over  17,000 
members  of  the  Massachusetts  Police  Association, 
which  makes  up  all  the  municipal  police  departments, 
campus  police  throughout  the  Commonwealth.   Our 
executive  board,  as  well  as  the  rank  and  file,  would 
like  to  be  recorded  in  opposition  to  this 
legislation.   Rather  than  be  redundant  and  go  over 
facts  that  we  are  all  aware  of,  we  think  it  is  very 
shortsighted  on  behalf  of  the  petitioners  to  think 
that  this  job  can  be  done  on  a  part-time  basis. 

Again,  we  extend  our  resources.   We  will 
support  you  in  every  way.   And  anything  that  we  can 
do,  we  will  be  here  for  you.   Thank  you  very  much. 

SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Thank  you  for  your 
test  imony . 

Is  there  anyone  else  who  has  not  testified 
who  wishes  to  do  so,  either  in  favor  or  opposed  to 
House  No.  5780?   Seeing  none,  the  chair  will  be  in 
receipt  of  a  motion  to  adjourn. 

REPRESENTATIVE  RUANE :   I  make  the  motion. 

SENATOR  ROSENBERG:   Motion  made.   Is  there 
a  second?   Motion  made  in  second.   All  those  in 
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favor  say  "aye,"  opposed  "nay."   The  "ayes"  have 

it.   The  committee  stands  adjourned. 

(Whereupon  the  hearing  was 
concluded  at  3:00  p.m.) 
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